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Broadband PCS and certain SMR providers to compl! n i t11  our basic 91 I and E91 I requirements. nhi le  i t  
excluded Air-To-Ground (Pan 22. Subpan hl) and Public Coast Stations ( P a n  80. Subpart J )  providers. in 
pan because their customers would not expect to access 91 I ser\'ices in the event of an emergenc!~. The 
Commission noted that users o f  Air-To-Ground and Public Coast service providers lihely nou ld  seek 
emergency service using established radio comniunicatio~is channels. 

14. We note we have required access lo eniersenc! s e n  ices for T T Y  devices iii the context of the 
rsquiremenls o fT i r le  II o f  the Americans \\It11 I l i s a b i l i t i ~ ~  Act and Section 255 o f the  
l~r lecommu~iicat ioi is Act o f  lYY6.'~' ~ T I ~ Y .  nh ich  enables persons u i t l i  speech and hearing disabilities to 
communicate \kith others. Iio\rever. f i t s  the general criteria in that it i s  a voice equivaleii!. M e  serh 
comment on how the various services discussed liereiii relate to the provision of access to emergency 
services for persons with disabilities. 

15. W e  also ask comii iei i t r i?. as the! address the \:irioiih > e n  ices. to consider a i  part o l t l ie i r  
niial!sis the abilitie, of PSAPs to Iiandle call, and ii i lorii iatioii r c l a t d  t o  [how >en  IL'S~,. S v m e  I~I'III~SC 
scr\ ices ma! raise  ne^ rrchiiical and other ~inpleincintatio~n i\>ties 

B. 

16. In this section. \re seek more specific coinimeiit m i  \\herher paniculnr voice s e n  ices and 

Ind iv idua l  Voice Ser+,ices and Devices 

devices should be required to comply \ \ i lh our basic or enhaiiced 9 I I rules. Recogiiiziinp that our E91 I 
rules were based on CMRS architecture. \%e also seeh comment on possible mechanisms other than those 
of our specific mobile wireless E91 I rules to provide consumers n i r h  access to emsrgency services. We 
note. for example. that different accuracy requirements may be !needed depending on the type of service. 
Commenters are reminded that in analyzin: whether a particular service should be iequired to provide 
access to 9 I I services, we ask that they consider. at a miniinurn. the general criter'a that w e  set out 
above." 

1 .  Mobi le  Satellite Service (MSS) 

17. Introduction. We f irst  seeh comment on 9 I I wr\ ices in connection \vith M S S  systeins. As 
noted above. the issue o f  MSS emergent! ca l l  procedures 1ias bcm under coiisirler.ttion in a inumber of 
proceedings. and. althou_ph the Commission 11% rrirnined l'roiii requiring MSS 10 compl! \bil l1 an) 91 I 
requirements. the record developed in these procwdin:s provides the basis for tlic proposals and detailed 
questions that follow. W e  first propose that all MSS licensees providing real-time. two-way. switched 
voice service that i s  interconnected Mith the public switched netnork establish national call centers to 
which a l l  subscriber emergency calls are routed. Call center personnel would tlien determine the  nature 
ofthc emergency and forward the call  to an appropriate PSAP. W e  also seek to develop further the 
record on implenientation of enhanced 91 I lor satellite carriers in order to deternine whether and when 
such service can reasonably be implemented. 

18. Legal Aiuhuriy. In  other sections of hi) item. we seeh cominciit on the Commission's 
peneral authority to impose 91 I and E91 1 requirements on non-traditional classes o f  providers. A S 

demonstrated in the above. the Commission h a s  determined previolisly 11131 MSri is siibject to 91 I 
requirements. bur has not imposed such requiremeills for other policy reasons. When the Commission 
adopted the E91 I rules in 1996. it observed that "addinf specific regulatory reqiiirzmaits to [the Mobi le 
Satellite Servicr] may impede the de\elopment o f t l ie  s e n i c e  in \Lays that mifht reduce its abil ity to meet 

ii .%e E Y l i  Firs! Riporr ondOrder. I I FCC K c d  et 18699-703 paras. 47-53 

Sreilipru paras. 12- 11 .  I, 
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public safer) needs."" Still, the Commission has stated that "the public interest is lihel? to require that a l l  
CMRS real time two-way voice comniunications services provide reasonable and effecti\e access to 
emergency services. [and] we expect thai CMRS voice M S S  nil1 eventually provide appropriate accesh to 
emergency services, either voluntarily or pursuant to Commission's rules."" Althmzh we believe [l iar 
we do not need to revisit the issue of the Commissioit's authorit! to require satellite carrier compliance 
with 91 I requirements, we invite comment on the maner in light o t the  general ci-iteria for basic and 
enhanced 91 I Compliance proposed above. 1 -  

(i) Cal l  Ccnters 

19. Backqround. We seek comnieiit on the use of ca l l  centers ab a method tor providins basic 
91 I service b ih i le  we further develop the record on E91 I implementation for satellite s!stcms. We 
required co\ered terrestrial wireless carriers t u  proi ide basic 91 I as a prel i i i t i i ian step belore 
implementing E91 I '* "Basic 91 I s..r..icc.' i b  i l ic atitoiiiatic transmission ol';ill \\irclt'ss 91 I ca l l i .  !\iiliuiit 
respect to call validation process?,. I O  a PS.\f'. LII \\liere nu  PSAP Iiit> bccii dcsigii:itcd t i '  a s i ixc i \ idc 
delaiilt ansiLering point or appropriate loc;11 cnicrgcnc! authorit! AI i l ic liitertiatioiial Burcait u b w w d  
in ilir .Gnellire EYI I Public A'ofice. crl lular ciirricrh inrercoitiirct \i i t l i  IucaI ii ircl;iie cxr isrs at nu t i y  
points throughout their service areds. rnabling thein to mahe use ofexisrill: facilities to route 91 I calls 
directly to appropriate local PSAPs in the areits where the calls are placed."' By  cciifrast. satellite systems 
liave only a small number o f  (or just one) public snitched netirorl, inicrcoiinection puints in the United 
States and do not interconnect directly with most local i t i rel ine carriers. I C 0  Senices Limited and 
Inmarsat noted that this lack o f  interconnection points males even basic 9 I I service difficul~ for satellite 
carriers." 

J I) 

20. Recognizing that MSS licensees face some unique infrastructure coni;derations (relative to 
wireless and wireline carriers), the International Bureau also asked nhether it would be possible for MSS 
operators to route emergency cal ls to central emergency-call bureau operators. wno could redirect the 
calls to the appropriate PSAP i n  the caller's area." A number of commenters e>press support fo r  this 
concept, includins satellite licensees and public safety orynizations." Inmarsat. on the other hand. 

' I  EYII First RcportondOrderat para. 8; Inorin; ihe e\pectation rhai "CMRS \,nice hlSS will evenlually be 
required i o  provide appropriate access ro emergenc! serL ices")  .SCC, u/.\o Il'rrelcss EYl  I Firxr RKCJII  Order. I? FCC 
Rcd 12665 ar paras. 87-88. 

~. 

I+'ire/e.cs €YliFirsr Recon Order. 12 FCC Rcd 22665 nt para. 8 8  

See supra paras. 12-14 

See € Y / /  Firxi Reporr andOrder. I I FCC Rcd I8676 ai para. 29-46> Ilirelos € Y  I l f i r s r  Rccov Order, 12 FCC 

i h  

1' 

48 

Rcd 22665 at paras. 25-41;47 C F.R. 3 20.18(b) 

See 1 7  C.F.R $ 20. IUb).  

,Sorc/lire Y / l Public ,Vo/icc at j 

19 

5 0  

' I  lnnlarsat Surelirre Y / /  Publrc .Yotrcr comments at -I (arguing that hasic 91 I should not be required for MSS due to 
the small number of interconnection points): IC0  S'wll i rc Y i  I Puhlr 

'' SO/C!!W P I !  Pubhr .9oiice a1 ;3 5 

rrricc cornmen!, at n. I;. 

5 ~, See. c p .  I C 0  Sorellrfe YII Public Nofrcr reply at  6-7 (observins that several MSS carriers already use their own 
form of a cal l  center, and suzgesring that call centers might be a good interim soluiion for thc MSS industry. until 
global standards are achieved). NTlA Suiellire 91 l Pirhi i i .  .Voricr rrply at  5.6 (suggesting that the Commission 
inbesr igate the utility o f  requiring call centers for first yenemtion MSS systems. due to the potential high cost of 
cnhanced 91 I) :  APCO Soreilrre Yil Piihiic :orire conimenrs a i  2 (suggesitng ustng llve operaiors as an interini 
tmeasure (even lhoush ihe organization prefers auiomaric location information). hut poiniing our thai "callers may 
no! hc able to describe their precise location. espectall! i o  a 'narional' operaior unfamiliar srith the area in 
question"). 

8 
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dismisses as prohibitively expensive the Cominission'h sugsestion that a national PSAP database could 
correlate a caller's location with the nearest PSAP. since an MSS system would need to have A L I  (which 
Inmarsat currently does not have).'" Using operators instead o f  a PSAP database poses the same problem 
for lnmarsat because doing so s t i l l  requires caller locatio11 information." Other satellite licensees. 
howver ,  already provide emergency call ing services to their subscribers. For example. subscribers o f  
Mobile Satellite Ventures Subsidiary LLC ('.MSV'') can dial 91 1 on their handsets for emergency 
assistance. 
Incation, then cross reference tlie location ii i ibrniation with a national PSAP database to determine \\hich 
PSAP should be connecied to the caller." 

56 
Trained operators at the MSV Reston call center request the caller's phone number and 

2 I. Globalstar customers dial 91 I or any o f  a numbcr o f  iiiternational en ierync)  dial codes (such 
as I 12) to access emergency assistance (the Emerzency Call Assistance Service. or ECAS)." Dialing any 
ot'these codes connects the caller first IO a recording 3nd then (n itl l in 20 to 40 seconds) to 3 \endor- 
operated call center located in Canal's.'' Trained operalors first ask for the caller's plione inumber. theii 
i i i w u c t  the cal ler  l iow to use the haiid>er to ob13111 I i is~l icr lalitudc and lonytbde cuordiii;itcs. \ \ l i i c l l  tlie 
(;lohalstar shstem can d?!ermine t i )  u i t l i i i i  I O  Lilomrlers. 9000 o i t l i r  r i m e  (sometimes :lie accurac! ma) 
he higher or lower) '" The operator enters the coordinates into 3 national PSAP database t l iat  finds the 
most appropriate PSAP based on the rdller's 
wireless variety E91 I ,  i s  the more appropriate model for MSS emergency calling, and expresses support 
for the routing ofemersency satellite calls to central operators.'" 

Globalstar argues that EC AS. not terrestrial 

22. Discussion. We recognize that satellite carriers face unique technical diff iculties (vis a vis 
terrestrial carriers) in implementing both basic and en1ianced"l 9 I I features. The ii iabil ity of sate l l i te  
carriers to provide even basic 91 I service at the prescnt time convinces us that eniergency c a l l  centers 
would be an appropriate first step for sate l l i te  carriers. Globalstar informed staff that i t  receives an 
avera_ee of 12 satellite 91 1 calls per month." We believe that low satellite 91 I c?Il  volume further 
justifies a call center requirement. rather than E91 I. at this time. We did not ot ta i r  similar data from 
MSV. and i t  appears that other carriers currently do inot offer emergency servkes. However. we suspect 
that those MSS systems that offer emergenq service likely process a small volume o f  emerpency calls 
because they ofren have no more than hundreds o f  thousands orsubscribers. Foi. this reason. we believe 
that an interim measure i s  warranted while n e  develop a tnore thorough (and updated) record o11 E91 I .  
To that end. we propose that all GMPCS licensers providii ig real-time. t\Vo-\vay. swtched bojce service 
that i s  interconnected with the public switched inetuork estahlish national call centers to wl i ic l i  >ill 
subscriber emergency calls are routed. We teek comment on the call center approach 3s 3 requirement to 
be effective one year after adoption and uiit i l E91 I rules are adopted for a l l  GMPCS systems. 

'' Inmarsat Surellrre Y /  I Piiblrc %orice comments at 4 

Inmarsat Surdlirc Y I I  Pirblic ,Z'orrcc cornmenis a[ 4-5 

Feh 22 Er Parre Ahmo at 2.  

Feh 22 E.i Parre rblcnio at  2 .  

Feb. 22 Ex Parre .\lono a i  2 ,  

Feb 22 Er Purr[, ,Memo at 2.  

Feb 22 t i  Parre hlenlo ar 2; see also Globalsrar Suicllrri. Y I I Prihlrc :l'ortce cornmcnrs i t  20. 

Feh 22 E~Y Parre Alenro at 2 .  

$ (  

j,, 

5 -  

also Globaljtar . 'krcll ir[~ Y I I Pi ih i i r .  .LOIIce commcnls 01 2 .  
I i 

6,l 

0 I 

'' Globalstar Suiellirr Y l l  Public %orice corninenis 31 2 
6 ;  The technical obsracles to provision ofenhanced 91 I arc discussed in more detail bz.'o\r in paras. 28-41 

In J u l y  2001. Globalstar achieved it high of21 s a r e l l ~ i e  91 I c a l l i .  Feh 22 E.Y Purre !Memo at 2 .  b,  
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23.  We envision each carrier Iiaving one or more c a l l  centers to which 91 I emergency calls 
would be Subscribers (located in the United States. includin: Puerto Rico and the U.S. Virgin 
Islands) \rould reach the call center by dialing .9 l - l ' .  on their handsets. This would be consistent \rith 
the 91 I Act. which mandates that the Cornmission desifnate 91 I as "the universal emergency telephone 
number within the United States for reporting an emergency. . . .'.06 lnmarsat points out that its terminals 
(approximately 250.000 are currently in use) are incapable of the three digit diali.ig needed to provide 91 1 
service. 
emer_eency services in  that counrry. 
access a carrier's own call ceiiler. The abilit! o f  mobile earth terminals to access call ceiiters by i i i ea i i s  of 
threc digit dialing has been dcmonstrxed by Globalstar and MSV.  

67 Even if Inrnarsat's mobile terminals in a given count? cannot make short code ca l l s  to 
6 8  we do not see this as an impediment to using short code dialin: to 

24. We find that Globalstar's and MSV's  method o f  having l ibe  operators ask t h e  caller for his or 
her locatioii aiid callback number ( in  the erent o f  a disconnection) i s  sound in  the conte\t o f  typical M S S  
sen  ices already deployed and ant ic tpre  that other carriers UIII follou !hi\ model. H'liilt. we do iiot 
helieve a rule i s  \\arranted a t  th is  t i i i ic to niandntr ca l l  cenier aiis\\criiig protocols aiid procedure,. i b e  

invite comment on rhe m3tter We l ind merit in Globa1siar.s use o f a  national PS.4P database that 
operators use to determine which PSAP i s  nearesi to the caller. M e  seeh commenl on nhetlrer there are 
any issues concerning the availability Jr accuracy of PSAP databases. for purposes of MSS call centers. 
that warrant Commission attention at this time. For instance. w e  seeh comment whe!her guidelines would 
be useful in  ensuring database accuracy. Globalstar's customers. i fca l l ing  91 I from locations in  the 
Caribbean and Mexico. cannot access the ECAS call center: rather. the caller hears a recorded message 
saying that the network cannot process the 
have a PSAP database for these regions. and therefore would be incapable of connecting a subscriber to a 
PSAP." The success of an emergency call center is dependent on complete PSAP information and 
therefore the Commission believes that carriers. for service within the United States, have an obliyation to  
obtain or create a PSAP database that covers the United States. including Puerto Rico and ihe U.S. Virgin 
 island^.'^ 

The reason given for this is that Globalstar does not 

6' We agree with NSARC that the dialing of91 I fiom a satell i te handsel should be a two step process ( , . e .  dialing 
the access number rhen pressing <:send>) I O  mininiize false cal ls  that  could result frorr one-touch dialing NSARC 
GhiF'CS :VPR,bl comments at 2 .  The USCG also expressed concern aboiir minimizing hoax calls. USCG Gf41PCS 
,VPR.IIcomments at 6 .  

91 I Aci at Section 3. See also 47 U.S.C. 5 25 I(r)(j). Implementation of91  I Act: TIIL Use ot N I I Codes and b6 

Orher Abbreviated Dialing Arrangements. CC Docket No. 92-105. WT Docket No. 0 0 .  I IO. foi t rrh R<,porr ond 
Order and Third,Volice of Proposed Rulcnrakrng. Norire o/Propo.ccd Riilrinokrng. I 5  FCC Rcd 17.079 (2000) 
(implementing this mandate). 

Inmarsat Ventures plc exparrr at 2. lnmarsal points out that i ts terminals use the couilt,'y code 870. r iving them 
!he abiliiy to roam globally wirhout using any one c0untry.s national numbering scheme. As \re undersiand 11. a cal l  
io an lnmaraai termiiial. even i f  located in the ca1ler.s counlr), IS nevenheless an inrernnrional c a l l  because the 870 
access code musi be dialed first Calls made from an lnmarsa! lertiiinal must also be preceded by 3 recognized 
country code. thus a 'user canno! dial simply a national number (including 5hon coder lor emergrnc! calls, e g.. 
911. 112.999):. Id a i ? .  

Inmarsat Venrures plc e-rporre at  2.  Inmarsal does sa) that users of i ts  terminals can access a local PSAP 
provided the phone number and country code are known. althoush we find that dialin; these numbers (even if 
hnown) would be cumbersome in a bona fide emergency. 

6-  

OR 

,)o Fch 22 E.r Porri. Memo a i  2 

Feh ?2 t r  Puric ,h i~nio ai 2. 

Birr.ceedixussion regarding completion or91 I cal ls  when no PSAP has been des~gna'rd by the state or local 

-n 

1 ,  

aurhoritles. at para. 25 below That s~tuarion i s  much differenr From when a carrier cann3t complete a 91 I ca l l  
because ofan incomuleie PSAP daiabase. 
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25 .  Several commenters have pointed out that M S S  callers are likely to he located in renlote areas 
where no PSAP may be available..' In lhese instances. a database of local PSAPs would not provide a 
basis for connecting the caller with emerync) personnel. We addressed this issue in the context o f  our 
proceeding to implement the 91 I Act. where we stated that. in  areas where no PSAP has been designated. 
carriers still have an obligation not to bloch 91 I calls. '~' Specifically. by September I I. 2002 w e  required 
that. in  areas where no PSAP has been desipated, carriers must begin delivering 91 1 calls: 

.. 

(a)  to a statewide esLablished detault point: (b) i f  inone r im. to a i i  appropriate IucaI eiiierpenc> 
authority. such as (he police or count! sherifr. selected by an authorized State or Local  entity. 
or, finally. (c) as a matter of last reiofl aiid to a\o id the blockin: of91 I calls. . . , to an 
appropriate local emergency authorit!. based on the exercise o f the  carrier's reasonable 
judgment. fol lowing inil iatioil o f  contact n i th  the State Governor's designated entity under 
section ;(b) o f the  91 1 Act. - 4  

111 tahiiig these ineasures. \\r intended to eliiiiitiiltc or rcdiicc occurrciicc 01 \\ ii :lrs\ .-carriers lurnishii if 
intercept inessases aleii ing callers that the rtnerfenc! ca l l  ca i i i i o l  be coinplrtrd ' or i s  otlierwisc. 
blocked. ' We believe that satellite carrier5 should compl) \ritIi the saii ie requirements. t lonevcr. \re 
appreciate that a satellite carrier, having national coverage aiid the responsibility to determine appropriate 
emergency personnel for i ts  entire nationwide footprint. ma) elperience more d i f f i cu l v  than a locall>- 
deployed wireless carrier in determining to which entity to send emergency ca l ls  in the absence o f  a 
PSAP. Thus w e  seek comment on w'herher GMPCS carriers should have an extended period within 
which to comply with this requirement. For esample. i f the cal l  center requirement becomes effective one 
year after adoption. should a licensee be responsible, as o f  the effective date, :5r delivering 9 I I calls for 
all. or only a portion of, areas lacking PSAPs? What would be a reasonable time frame for requiring a 
satellite carrier to route al l  91 I calls from subscrihers? The International Bureau has suggested that in 
some cases, "public safety needs ma) best be met by routing MSS emergency calls to someone other than 
a local PSAP, for instance to the Coast Guard."76 NENA agrees that "calls frcm coastal waters" and 
certain other \*.ateways might be better routed to the Coast Guard. but stresses that the call, wli i le 
originating from water, should s t i l l  use 9 I I as the dial code." We are interestrd in learnin@ i f  additional 
parties support this proposal. We note that vessels at sea already have access In the Global Marit ime 
Distress and Safety System ('GMDSS") for distress and safer!, needs.'$ and therefore persons at sea niay 
not have an expectation of91 I service with satel l i te handset phones. 

.~ 

26. We recognize that MSS ca l l  ceiilcrs are not PSAPs themselves. but :-ather serve as an 
intermediary that refers emergenc) calls to PSAPs. Our inquiries regarding ,he intermediary role of 
telematics call centers are thus applicable to MSS call centers as  ell.'^ As we observe in our discussion 

'' SPL' APCO G,LIPCS NPRMcomments at 7: N S A R C  G.\lPC,? 'VPRII comments ill  2 .  LGA. in i t s  GAIPCS NPRM 
comments 31 18. nored thar"MSS wi l l  provide c6Lerage in areas where 9-1-1 serv ice ina! nor exist .  . 
Constellation noted that i t s  MSS system " v i l l  cover the eniire country. including larze uiipopulated areas where 
ihere ma) not he a designated agency to respond 10 mwrgeiic) cal ls ."  Consiellarion G.1IPC.T !iPR.IIcommenrs a i  
13. 

.'. 

~. 
See F i t h  Rcjporr and Order a1 para. I 5  

Ffih Report and Order at para. I 5  

Fijh  Repm and Order at para. 23 

SuIpIIirc €91 I Pitblir ,Nolicc at ;-3 

-1 

-5  

7(, 

.. 
National Emergency Number Association ( N E N A I  Surellire Y I I Piihlic ,\(,ric? comments at 3 

See 1 7  C~F.R. 4 80 Suhpan U. 

See. e.g.. paras. 66-69. 

1s 

- v  
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belo\v o f  telematics. we are concerned about delaJs that might result when call centers f o w a r d  ca l l s  to 

PSAPs 
Lbithout the use o f  trunks to selective routers." We seek comment regarding how' othsr currently 
operating MSS call centers approach this i s w e .  and uhether any problems hake been encountered. 

27. We also seek comment on whether a satellite slstem's inherent location determination 
capabilitie\ thould he used to obtain a 91 I callcr's locatioli and \Lhether that infnmation should he 
auroinatically transmitted to the  all center. iftechnically teasible. As described abo\e. callers using 
Globalstar can use their handsets to determine their approximate coordinates. then read t h i s  informatioil to 
the emergency operator, who then uses i t  10 ascertain [he appropriate PSAP. The Ir idium system. while 
not currentlq pro\,iding emergency call assistatice. i s  capable o f  determining the location o f  a caller within 
an accuracy o f  approximately I O  to 20 hilometers.s' Clearly. the availability of latitude and longitude 
informatioti can enhance the ability of a c a l l  center to nintcli tlie correct PSAP. particularly when callers 
are l o s t  or otherwise do not know \ \ , i t re  thc) 3re mid caniiot pro\idc an  address. Wc seek c'oniineiit 011 

the beiiefit to be gained iii reqtiiring satcllttc i ! ; t e i i ih  that are capable uIdc.tcrinining ca l l c t  locations IO 

automatic all^ transmit that informarion to the c a l l  center. eillier as the 91 I iiuinber i s  dialed or shonly 
after t l ie connection i s  made 10 the call center. if additional t ime i s  necessary for the handset to see enough 
satellites to determine location. Tne I'iational Search and Rescue Cornmiflee ('.NSARC") acho\r ledges 
that MSS systems do not have the same locntioli precision as terrestrial wireless ones, but i s  nonetheless 
"contident that improvements are fonhcoming." and beIis\es that an) A L I  requirement for MSS systems 
should be based on their inherent capabilities." We are interested in learning if other public safety 
organizations share NSARC's view. We recognize that the abilit) o f  satellite communications networks 
to determine a caller's precise location is  constrained and cannot (wi th current eq.Jipment) reliably reach 
the level of accuracy that the Commission has set for handset and network-based solutions for ierrestrial 
wireless.84 However. the public interest may best be served by ut i l iz ing al l  resources available in aiding 
callers in an emergency. If we were to require carriers IO relay automatically avail-ible location 
information to emergency cal l  centers, we also seek comment on reasonably achievable accuracy 
standards we could establish foi.this location information. 

Globalstar indicates that i t  establishes a coiiference c a l l  liiih benveeii i 91 1 caller and a PSAP 

(ii) Enhanced 91 I 

2 8 .  In this section. we seeh to develop funher the record on implemetitalion o f  enhanced 91 I for 
satel l i te carriers. The record generated thus far i n  t l i e  GblPCS and 2 GHz MSS proceedings illustrates a 
fundamental difference of opinion as to whether reqhiiring E91 I lor MSS i s  appropriate at t h i s  time. 
Satellite licensees generally oppose adoption o f a  rule requiring E91 1 for MSS. Aaiining i t  i s  premature 
and/or not economicall and technically feasible. while public safety entities sul~port E91 I, claiming i t  i s  
in the public's interest! NTlA argues that E91 I i s  cspecially imponant for MSS terminals for callers 

See para 69 uJru 

Frh. 22 E.tr Parre I femu at 7 

BO 

81 

'' Feh ?? ET PUTIL. .ilerr~o at 3.  As a hi! LEO licensee. Iridium is required to be capable o f  locating the position of  
users ofmobile transceivers in an effon to prevent interference w t h  the radio astrononiy servi;e. See 47 C F.R. 5 
23.3 I .? 

'' NSARC GMPCS NPRMcommenrs at 3 
8 2  For neiwnrl-based technolozies. we require Phase II location accuracy to be within 100 meters for 67 percent of  
cal ls  and 300 meters for 95 percent ofcalls For handsel-based technologies. we requiie Phase I1 location accuracy 
io be within 50 metcrs for 67 percent o f c a l l s  and I50 mcters for Y j  percent of c a l l s  

For sate l l i te  licensee and manufacturer commcnt. wc. e r .  lnmarsat Lrd. G;IIPCS NPR.Z/ comments at 9-10, SIA 
G,l/f'C'S ;VPR,LI comments at I , Motorola GA/P( :C VPR,Z/ reply at I 3 .  Indium LLC C;,llPC'S ,vPR~l/ reply at  13, IC0  
Global GAIPCS ,XPR.Z/ comments at 3 .  TMI G,I/PC'.T .SPKZ/ repl? at 7-8. Constellation ,;n/P(:SjYPRn/comments 
at I S .  AMSC G';I/PC'S~\PRMcomments at 16-17. ILGA G,llf~'~C.VPRA/reply at 19. Comra' GMPCSh'PRhl 

.+e 47  C.F.R. S 7O.lX(h) .  
)i' 

(continued ....) 
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located in areas not sewed b) terresirial u i r e l e s  netuorhs or callers who cannot othen\ise identif> their 
Incation." Licensees. such as Inmarsat. respond that E91 I features are too expensive and technically 
dif f icult  to implement, and that the existence o f3  satel l i te handset (and the ab i l i p  to use i t  an>\vhere) i s  a 
public benefit in and ofitself.s7 While the Inmarsat position ma! be val id to a certain extent. we belie\e 
that, if the technology and cost permit. consumer expectations and the public interest suppon a 
requiremeni that MSS providr E91 I s e n i c e s  comparable to those of terrestrial n k l e s s .  However. the 
rccord thus fa r  demonstrates that E91 I requirements for ialell ite s!siems ma! be preinatiire at thls time. 
panicularly with regird to the gateway architecture of satellite netnorks. In this sectioii w e  intend to 
develop further the record for MSS enhanced 91 I rules *litice \\e anticipate their eventu;il adoption We 
also seeh information regarding whether nernork technolo?> has iinproved in any  significant \ \a? since 
comments were last tiled on these issues. We also seeh inrorma!ion relevant to comparirig the hlSS and 
terrestrial wireless contexts. includinp with respect to the two phases in \\hich v e  required terrestrial 
\rireless carriers to implement enhanced 91 I-the lirst phase consisting o f  Automatic Number Inforniation 
( - 'ANI- ' )  and second phase consistins ol '.L\i i toii iati~ 1.0catioii Idrntil?cntioii ('..ALl.'). Tl icse inquiries arc 
also r e l r i a n ~  to our request for coiiiineiit iii pnrnfr:iph 5 5  bc lon  coiicei.iiiiig basic atid u i l i a i i c e d  ')I I 
coitipliance in  the e b e n t  Satellite carriers ar? pcrmittrd to ol'fer :in micillar> terrrstrial coii ipc~iiri i t to their 
satellite service. 

(a )  Network Design and  LEC ln ter ronnrc t ion 

29. Backqround. The Sa/rllirc EYI I Pirhlic !Mice  soughi comnient. geneztlly. or whether there 
would be an) need for special regulator) policies with regard to MSS licensee coordination with local 
exchange carriers (LECs) and P S A P S . ~ *  I n  the terrestrial wireless context. the Commission left the 
resolution of technical and operational decisions necessary for implementing E91 I to the inferested 
parties, including wireless and wireline carriers. PSAPs. state and local governm~.iits. manufacturers. and 
standard-setting groups.89 This approach stemmed from a Commission belief that i t  should determine 
only the capabilities that must be achieved. rather than promulgate extensive tec'lnical standards." We 

(...continued From previous page) 
comments at I:. Motient Surellirr 911 Puhlic ,\urrcc comments al I. I C 0  Surdlire 91 I Piihlic i5ortce cummenrs at 2. 
Globalstar Sorellirc. 911 Public horice cornmenls pmcrall>. Thc ? <;HI \PR, l /  record cont3ins siiiiilar comments on 
this subject. see. e g.. Boeing 2 C": ,VPR.l/ cornnicnts ai 19. I C 0  USA Service Group 2 G": ,\PR.l/ comments at 
43, Consiellation 2 GH: :VPR,Wcommrn~~ ai 26. TMI 2 GH: \ l ' R , \ /  commenls at IO. Globalstar. L.P. 2 Gfk NPRnl 
comments at 40, I C 0  2 G": ,NPRMcornments at 19. 51.4 2 ( ;HI \fR.\Icomments at 2 .  howevcr. saie l l i le  licensee 
Celsat supponed E91 I for 2 CHz MSS (see CeIs3t -' GH: , \ f R  \Icoinnients at j0). and ;ug:ested in i t s  reply that 
the development of E91 I ru les  should he deferred io a separate proceeding (Celsat 2 GH: :NPRM reply at 27-28). 
Celsar did nor file comments in response to the .5otdlitr 9 1 /  P i , h h  Xorire For public safety comment and other 
entities supporiing satellire E91 I. see. e.&. NTlA G,l//'C'S NfR. l /  reply at 8. APCO GMPCS NPRdI comments 
throushout, NSAKC GMPCS NPRhlcomrnent5 ai 7 .  USCG G.lIPC.7 ,\'PRM comments throughout. NENA GMPCS 
,\PR.Z/ comments at 2 .  APCO Sarellirr 91 / Puhlii. .Soli(.L, coninients at 2 .  NENA Sarellire Y l l  I'iihlic KlJlicL8 

cornmenis a i  I. SCC Satellire YI I Public <Vorirc conimenls a~ 2 .  Uashington State Surellire ? I  I Piihlir. Norice 
commcnts at 2. APCO 2 GH: NPRhi commenls at :. l3cl lsoutl i  -'(,.HI .\'fR~llcommer,rs at 6. NTlA 2 GH: .\PRb/ 
cornmenis at 16. and USCG 2 CHI iSPR.LIcomnirnis at 4 -5 .  

"' NTlA G.lIPCS A'PK.11 reply at 8. 

'- Inmarsat C;M"Sh'fRh'reply ar 9; see ulso ORBCOMM (;1IPLS,SPh'M cornmenis 21 IS: GlobalsrarSu/d/jle 
9 / /  Puhlic h'orrce comments at  9: Inmarsat Ventures plc e . ~  purrc at 2 

Surellr/c~ 91 l Pirblic Norice ai 6 .  

Sec M'irelcss E Y l l  Firs! ReporrandUrder.  I I ICC Red at IS712-14;  Revision u f t h e  Commission's Rules to 
Ensure Compat~bilii> \vith Enhanced 91 I Emergciic! Calling S!stcms, CC Dockct Nn. 94-10?, Secoild 
.21enrorundiim Oprnion ond Order. I? FCC Kcd 20850 at para 93 ( 1999) ("l!'ire/ess E91 I Secotril Rccuir Order"). 

The issues rhe Commission left to interested panirs to resolve Included "standards necessar) to implemeni and 
enable uidespread wireless access to emerpenc? communications and services. the spe'ification of a required grade 
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continue to believe that this approach i s  preferred. although the U ireless Telecommunications Burrau 
recently initiated an inquir) into ongoing E91 I implemen~ation issues concerning LEC and PSAP 
readi~iess.~' As we observed above in our call center discussion. satellire network architecture. by design. 
has few public switched network interconnection points. making the automatic routing of even basic 91 I 
calls to PSAPs diftlcult. 

30. The record shows that high costs are associated u i t h  modifLing satellite net\\orh 
infrastructures to accommodate enhanced einergenc! call infomiation and route i t  to appropriate PSAPs. 
Some carriers argue that netuorh modifications are necessary to foruard ANI and A L I  data. such  as 
retrofining switches throughout [he networh and making costly privale trunking arraiipements between 
eanh stations and PSAPs." IC0  suggests [hat the retrofit costs could be reduced i f ( i )  a single. central 
emergency call service could receive calls for the nation or ( i i )  each of  the 50 s i x e s  has a single point of 
emergency contact." In addition. without a nationallS-coordinated PSAP program. "MSS operators must 
work with tlic PSAPs on a state-hh-stare. I ~ ~ ~ i I i t ~ - b ~ - I o c a I i ~ ~  basi,. u l i i c h  uou ld  create eiiortiious 
administrative cos~s. . . . ..w 

31 .  Discussion. We seeh comment uhether E91 I requiremeiits Cor satellite carriers sliould be 
delayed unti l  these network issues are resolved. We seeh comment on alternative methods of  facilitating 
LEC interconnection and PSAP routiiig. For example. call centers might be capable of receiving A N I  and 
A L I  information. which operators could forward. a l o i i ~  n i t h  the emergency cdll. to the appropriate PSAP. 
While ICO's proposal for the establishmenr o f  national PSAP referral center or central PSAP off ice for 
each o f the  50 states may resolve coordination issues. \re believe that slates and localities are best 
equipped to design PSAP infrastructure. In  the terrestrial wireless E91 I proceeding, the Cornmission 
recognized that because selective routing of wireless 91 I calls to the appropriate PSAP i s  complicated by 
the fact that the caller is often moving. carriers would need to coordinate with sate and local governments 
to determine the PSAPs that are appropriate to receive wireless 91 I calls." The Commission indicated 
that until a state or local governmental entity dcvelops a routing plan for wireless 9 I I calls within its 
jurisdiction. covered carriers could comply with t l ie E91 I rules by continuin; to route 91 I calls to the 

( .  continued from previous page) 
ofservice [in ierms of call blocking probabilit?). the mappiiif reqiiired to develop the cwrdinarrs of latitude and 
longirude necessary for location idcnfification. a n d  the ehact inwrface betuecn the stvcral componcnrs ofihe tola1 
network" ( i  e . .  signaling and switching capabilities). E911  Fir.\: R q x i r i  o i idOrdcr 31 para. 73 .  We note that the 
Commission had a fair degree of confidence that the relevant panies \\auld resolve these matters. since many were 
pan of. or represented on, a Consensus Agreement on E91 I ihsucs berween several public ;aTety and wireless 
industry entities. The Comniission required the signatories to the Consensus Agreement. PCIA. and the Consumers 
First and the Ad Hoc Alliance for Public Access 10 91 I to submit status rrpons to the Commission a1 regular 
intervals. See € P i  I Firsi Repor: und Order at pard. 7 5 .  

'I See Wireless Telecommunications Bureau Seehs Comment on Report on Technical and Oprralional Wireless 
E91 I Issues, WT Docket No. 02-46, Piiblir Soiice. DA 02-2666 (rel. Oct. 16. 2002). 

'' IC0  Sure/llir Y /  / Piibiic h'oiice reply at 3 - 4 ~  I C 0  maintains IhJt i f  E91 I i s  adopted. the costs to modify its 
handsets and network would be "enormous .' I C 0  Surellire Y l  I Pitblic ,Voricc commcnts at 7. See (:/so discussion o f  
Globa1star.s need for an American National Standards Institute ISDN User Pan conneclion to the PSTN in para. ;3 
mfio. Clobalsiar says "autumaric routing of basic 91 I calls rrould be cost prohibitive unless PSAPs themselves are 
financially responsible for [lie dislance-sensitive trunk connections between. . . gateways and the many LEC 
seleclive routers narionwide" and also nores thai due to i ts  few nuinher o f  gateways. PSAPs would need to 
interconnecr not only with LECs. but with interstate and international carriers as well to receive 91 1 calls. 
Globalstar .Soiellire Y l l  Public ,Vorrcc comnlents a1 2;  

IC0  Surelliie YI I Pi ibl i r  !Loi~ce commenrs ai 6~ 

I C 0  Suic l l i~e Y / I Pirblic Noiice commenrr at 7 

'' I+'iri,icss E91 1 Firsr Recoil Order at paras. 98-99 

v i  
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PSAPs desisnated by local authorities to ansner \\ireless 91 I calls." We encourage satellite carriers to 
confer with state governments repardin: their designated \\ireless PSAPs." 

32.  We seek further comment on costs to transport enhanced call information. I C 0  and 
Globalstar note that PSAPs would need to make modifications to their equipment in order to receive E91 I 
cal l  dala from a satellite network. and both express ui icenainh whether the PSA?s have begun making 
these mod i f i ca t i o r~s .~~  We seek comment on this issue. particularly whether a PSAP that is confieured to 
receive terrestrial wireless E91 I data can also receive E91 I data from a satellite licensee. or whether 
PSAPs would have to make additional modificalions. Me seeh additioiial coiiimeiit 011 the iieed (as 
Globalstar and I C 0  assert) for costl> trunk arran~enirnts for traiisponinp enlianced 91 I calls from 
satellite fateway stations to PSAPs. As noted above. G!obalsrar's emerzency setvice does iiot use such 
t r u n k  \\hen forwarding calls from the call center to PSAPs."' 

(b)  Provision of .Automatic U u m b c r  Itlentif ic:it ion 

33. Bacl,~.rouiid. I t i  t he  Srircllirr L-YI I / ' t :b l /c Xorii.c. the liiternatiuiial Bureau aiked n l ie l l i r r  t l ic 
Conimis,ioii should iinplement A h 1  tor satellite 91 I call i. a i d  i f  50 \\hat nould be ai. appropriatc 
implementation schedule. The International Bureau also asked bcliether provision of Ab1 \could be 
more problematic for MSS providers than for covered wireless providers.lOl Public safety entities such as 
the Coast Guard and NENA support A N I  for satellite carriers. I"' but the limited record on this issue 
reflects that the infrastructure of some currently operational carriers. including AMSC and Iridiuiii, is not 
capable of receiving and transmittins ANI information. Globalsrar maintains that its Satew'ay stations 
are incapable o f  accepting ANI information. and moreover Globalstar i s  unsute wliether PSAP and LEC 

IO0 

i o 1  

IV/reless €91 I Firu Recon Order at para 99. See also 47 C.F.R. 20.3 (defining a PSAP as a "[ploinr that has '26 

been designated to receive 91 I calls and route thein to emergency service personnel). 

See. c.g,  Fifrh Reporr andorder, 16 FCC Rcd 22264 at para. 27 (addressing the neea for carriers to contact the U? 

entiiy to be designated by the State's Governor pursuanr to secrion 3(b) ofthe 91 I Act). 

/C'OSarelltre 91 I Publ ic ,Norice comrnenls at 6-1:  Globalstar ,Suti~ll:re Y /  I Pi,hlir ! lor ice comnients at 17 

Feb -72 Er filrre Alenro at 2 .  NENA observes thar Globalstar's ability to route 91 I calls from i l s  c a l l  center to 
PSAPs refutes Inmarsai's argument that MSS ,sleins cannot iise e\isIing facilities to roule cal l? IO PSAPs. NENA 
,Surelliic V I  / Puhltc Nortcr reply at 2. 

Surellire Y / I Public Norice at 5 

We require rerrestrial wireless licensees to provide ANI io PSAPs as Phase I of enhanced 91 I service. ANI in1 

consists of the caller's telephone number and the location of the cell sire or base station ,h;r ieceived the 91 I call. 
See47 C.F.R. : 20 18(d). In  the sate l l i ie  contest. w e  understand that lack ofterrestrial base stations (other than the 
small number o f  gateway stations) limits ANI to thc caller's telephone number. Also. vjc recognize [hat requiring 
saie l l i te  carriers to implement ANI  prior to ALI  ( a s  Section 70 I 8  requires for covered l?rrtstrial carriers) may be 
impractical. because a satellite 91 I call cannot be automatically routed IO a PSAP wi th  ~t firs! determining a caller's 
precise location. See in/lu para. 83. 

')S 

,,'I 

,ni l  

"" N E N A  Sure///re 911 Puh1:c ~ ~ r c r  reply at 2.;: USCG Sureliue 911 Pubiic :Voiicr commenrs at 6. The Coast 
Guard also argues that having the callback number w i l l  assist in tracking down hoax callcrs. Due to the costs 
involved in investigating calls thai are revealed to be hoaxes (as the Coast Guard has demonsrrated). we are 
persuaded that identification and prosecution of hoar cal lers provides additional basis for an ANI  requirement. 

In response to the more general inquiries ofthe C;.ZlfCS \PR1/. Mororola observes th3i "[dlue IO differences in 
telephone and radio syslem dialing protocols. i t  i s  not .'et feasible to provide ANI on the Iridi-jm system." Motorola 
GC/f('S\'PR,~Icommenrs at n.3; AMSC similarly notes that its networh could not (a. of 1999) provide A N I  or 
ALI. and that reconfigurin: the networh Mould cost approximately hundreds of millions of dollars. AMSC tiMPC,S 
hPR,Zlcomments a t  16-17. 

It ,? 
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trunking facilities (including those in Canada) can transpon the ANI."' Globalstar estimates that the cost 
of the necessary equipment to provide A N I  ( I  c.. an American National Standards Institute ISDN User 
Part connection to the PSM)  uou ld  be S 1.000.000. exclusiw of t runking costs.I0j Globalstar argues that 
the cost ofestablishing trunks between its gate\ra!s and each PSAP bou ld  be proliibitive. and that-gixen 
the low number o f  91 I calls over [Globalstar's satellite nework] .  the costs o f  imposing a 'Phase I. [ t  e . .  
Phase I as defined in the terrestrial wireless rules] A N I  obligation are not justitied."'"" 

34. Discussion. We agree n i t h  cornmenters such as N E N A  and the Coast Guard that the 
availabilit? o f  the caller's number \\ill s e n e  tlie public iiitcrest by enabling PSAPs to recoiiiiect to caller5 
i t 1  the event o f  a disconnection and to rrach o w n  hoak callers. Accordingly. w e  seek funher coiiinieiit 
regarding the feasibility of transmining a caller's phone number to the PSAP. For example. we seek 
comment whether satellite network techno log has improved in  the time sincc comments were last tiled. 
thus enabling the generation o f  A N I  data. Arc Globalstar's concerns regarding ILEC and PSAP readiness 
uell-founded. especially as these en,iries no rh  to accoinmodats ,ALl and ANI troin terre\trial n i r r lcss  
carriers'! Do otl irr curreiitlq operatioiial hlSS licui1hc!'c5 face IiurdlL,., w i i i l a r  to Clohal>tsr-> I\ i t t i  r e p d  to 

iietv.orh rerrotits? What costs do otlicr carr iers anticipare iiicurrin; to reprogram current rquipment or 
acquire neu equipment? Could acconiniodation of ANI be l ici l i tared i l  iiiiposcd on future ~enerarioi is of 
systems currently operating? We wekonie comment froin a l l  interested parties on these iiiatters. 

(c) Provision of Automat ic LocLtion In fo rma l ion  

35. Background. I n  the Surellire € 9 / l  PLihlir AbrIce. the Bureau sought ir,put on a variety of 
issues pertaining to satellite system provision o f  AL I .  In panicular. the Bureair asked i f  implementation 
of handset-based ALI for  MSS licensees would be any more problematic than it has been for terrestrial 
wireless  carrier^.^" The Bureau also asked if technologies already developed fdr terrestrial purposes 
would be readily adaptable to MSS, or at least be available at prices Comparable to those charged lo  
terrestrial carriers. The Bureau solicited comment on the cosls associated with implementing handset- 
based ALI,  both with regard IO handsets and any other related expenses. As an blternative. tlie Bureau 
asked whether A L I  can be achieved without the need for GPS receiwrs in Iiaiidscts. and i f  so what level 
of accuraci' could be attained, and at what cost."" 

10s 

36. We received a range otcoinnicnts on the feasibility o f  providinx accurate location 
inforination for MSS subscribers. Several licensees indicated that their constellat~oiis are incapable o f  
ascenaining a caller's position. rendering onlb GPS as an ALI solutioii. I I O  Some carriers can and do 

Globalstar Surelliie 9 / 1  Public r V o ~ ~ c ~  comments a1 17 

Globalstar Suielliie Y /  I Public Norice comments at 17- I S .  

Globalstar Surellire YiI Public Norire conlments 21 18 

Sarellirc Y I I  Pub!rc )VVoricr at 5 .  The terreslrial wire less Phase II accuracy standard. for handset-based 

In5 

I"6 

IO7 

technolosies are 50 meters for 67 percent ofcalls and I 5 0  meter5 for 95 percent ofcalls and for network-based 
technologies are 100 meters for 67 percent o f c a l l s  and ;OO meters for 95 percent o f  call,. See 47 C.F.R. S 20.18(h). 

S~icl lrw 91 I Public rNorIce at 5-6 .  

Surellire 9 I I Public Norice at 6 

I,>" 

I OY 

"'See, r g .  lnmarsat Smellire 911 Public .L;?iii.e cornmenis ut 3 (lnmarsa['s use o fa  (our GSO satell i te network 
"makes i t  impossible" to provide ALI without including GPS components in the hands 
,2uii<,i, comnlents at ; -4  (ICO's MSS network uses I 2  safellit.?s with large spot beams c w e r  the entire United 
Statrs. wlth a l l  cal ls  routed to a sin:le gatewa! station I C 0  assens that this archiiecrurs makes provision o f  ALI 
too difficult. leaving GPS as the only viable option.). MoiienrSu/i.I/r~c P I /  Pirhlir .VOI,[.U comments a i  ; (Motjenr 
says thar Its network consisfs of five beams. each covering thousands o f  square mil's. but adds that these beams 
cannot determine a caller's position with thc accurac! required b. Section 20.18) 

I C 0  ,~oiel/ire Y I  I puhljr 
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ascertain a caller-s position but the degree of accurac! is  not commensurate u i th our terrestrial wireless 
standards. and the) too submit that only GPS would meet the terrestrial wireless Phase I I  standards."' 
The Coast Guard urges the Commission to require an  ALI  standard for GMPCS that i s  "at least as 
accurate as the 125-meter RMS [root mean square] standard" contained in the then-current terrestrial 
wireless rule (the 125- meter R M S  standard \\as later replaced with differing standards for handset-based 
and nenrork-based solutions)."' The Coast Guard says that terrestrial wireless Phase Il-tvpe location 
accuracy is"mandatory" because orhemise rescue delays \\ill ine\itably occur, and ktio\r ledge of  the 
caller', location w i l l  assist in the identificativii niid prosecution ofhoai  callers.?' 

37. Public safety advocates ~cnu ra l l y  be l i r \ e  that GPS conipoiienrs can be inreprated into MSS 
handsets. bur carriers are less optimistic. SCC Corp. rccognizes the technical limitations faced by satellite 
carriers, and argues that GPS technology "offers an independent 2nd proven means of meeting Phase I 1  
localion standards. . . . - " I '  Inmarsat atid I C 0  argue that the use o f  GPS chipsets adds too much e\peiisr 
10 the cost  ol'haiidsets: I C 0  in particular iiotc'> tlint 11ie per unit cost for incorporatiiiy GPS into oiie of its 
handsets i i  S O . ' "  U ith regard 10 otlirr t i p 5  t d i i i i ~ ~ l  cuitsidt.rat iui i~ I C 0  coii imcitth t ha t  GPS lhard\\arc 
\\auld reduce a Iiandset'c banep  l ife froin I SO-200 liottrs IO  about 20 I i o t i r ~ . " ~  NTI  4 points out tliat 
"tilters wi th an extremely steep rol l-oft  nould he required' Ibr GI'S arid MSS components to \ w r h  
simultaneously. due to band prouimit:'. 
furicrions cannot operate simultaneouslh, becstise of interference issries.lis NTIA observes that 
simultaneous operation problems could be minimized throuph time-sharing. "e.g., [the] GPS receiYer i s  
turned off uh i l e  [the] MSS handset is  transmitting. 

1 1 .  Globalstar maiiitaiiis r l ta t  i t s  iietwork and GPS transmit/rrceive 

. . I  1'1 

38. Discussion. While we r e c o p i r e  the value in establishing strict accurilcy standards. as the 
Coast Guard advocates. we are persuaded based on the existing record that presently ths only way of 
achieving such standards i s  via GPS. In the terrestrial wireless proceeding. we strrssed the importance of 
maintaining technical neutrality in the selection of ALl technolo,y 
policy with satellite systems. Thus we seek comment on whether we should allow AL1 to be provided by 

,I!O and we intend to coiitinue that 

S L J ~  Globalstar Surrllrrc 91 I Public .llorice comments ai I? ( I  0 kilometer accuracy 90°% of rime): F@h 22 Ex 
Purrr Memo at 3 (Iridium Sarellire can determine ihc location o f a  caller with an accuracy of 10 lo 20 kilometers). 
Orbcomm, a Little LEO licensee. estimates ihai i t s  s!>rzin can ascenain ihe location of a stntionar? user rermtnal 
nithin I O  minutes with 500-meter accuracy 95°,,3 ofthe iiinr. using calculations b a r d  nil dopplsr variations in the 
signals received from irs low-orbir satellires. Additional i tme ni l1 allou more satellit? passes and thus refined 
accuracy (approximately 350 merers within 30 minui& ORBCOMhl G'.ZIPC:T,VPRdl~:ommenls at 12-13. 

' I '  USCG GAlPCS :VPR.hlcomments at 6-8 

1 1 1  

I l j  ,d, 

SCC Sutcllirc. 9 1  I Plrblic Poiice comments ar 3-4 

Inmarsat Sarellire Y I I  Pirblrc ,Xurice commenrs ai .i-4. I C 0  . ~ u ~ ~ ~ I I I I c ~  Y / /  Piihlic rA'urici, comments at 1-5 

111 

I li 

'Ih I C 0  Suicllrre YII Pirblrc Kuiicc comments at 4 

' I -  KT lA  Surellire 911 Prrblic N o r m  reply at I O  

have nerworl infrastructure consequences, including the need for "il swiich-based netnori cornponenl that may nor 
Globalstar Sarelfrre V I  I Prrhfic horrcc comrncnrS 19 Glob.ilstar also points OUI  )hat handsel-based ALI solulions 

be readily interposed on an MSS gateway facility" and gateway upgrades io provide netu,ork assistance to the 
handset. requiring addilional servers (a  "significanr undcnnhing"). IO. at 19-20, 

NTIA Surdlirc 911 Public Norice repl) at I O .  

I i ' i r e l cs  E Y I I  Fir.?! Repirr andOrder. I1 FCC Rcd at I87 I 4  (emphasizing the intention IO adopt y n e r a l  criteria 

1 I,> 

1111 

rather than technical  siandards); M'ir@le.rs E Y I I  Fir.>/ Rec i i~  Ordcr. 12 FCC Rcd 22645. 77114-5 ( i n  hening 
deadlines and benchmarks for ALI. Commission polic) h a  been io be tschnologically and competitively neutral); 
M'ireie.\s E Y I I  TliirriRrpurrondOrder. I 4  FCC Rcd 173Xb:nrpara. 14. 
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a carrier's inherent capabilities. or  \\hcther \\e should require a l l  satellite carriers to implement :I handset- 
based solution that incorporates GPS. If \\e nere to a l l on  licensees to choose their technolopy. nould [ l ie 
public interest be served by al lowing a re lawd accurac! standard for nenrorl-based solutions (ex. .  a 
theoretically best accuracy o f  I kilometer. 90 percent o f  [ l ie  time'" )? We seek comment on acceptable 
alternative location accuracy standards. Panicularl). \Le are interested in whether carriers that can 
pinpoint caller location to within 10 to 20 kilometers (such as Ir idium and Globalstar) should he required 
to convey those coordinates to a PSAP when connecting 91 I ca l l s .  W e  seek comment on the public 
benefit of using existinginherent satel l i te location technolog! to determine t h e  appropriate PSAP to cal l  
and \\herher to transmit the caller's coordinato t o  t l i t  PS:\P. M'r also seeh coininent o i l  nlicther other 
technolog) i s  available or uAll be available in  the near future ttiat RlSS carriers can use to provide similar 
or better 4LI data 3s compared to GPS. I f  relaxed standards are unacceptable. should \\e delay 
implementation o f a  GPS solution unti l  costs and ensiiieerins issues have been resol\.ed siibstantially. or 
would a relaxed standard suffice until such timen, issues \\ ith a GPS solution are resol\ed'.' 

3 0 .  Wc understand troni h e  C'oaii Gii;ird t1i; i i  i i ixu i r : i tc  courdiiiatcs ma! bc ot'liiiiited \ aluc 
L\ hen conductinp maritkne 5earcIies. bur \\e reek coiiinitmt Iroii i other e i i l i l i e i  n h e t k r  available locarioii 
Icchnology. i n  concen m i t h  information pleaned Irom c;lllers t I i t i l i se l \es .  still senes the public interest. 
I f  no(. we seek comment on whether iwplemenmtion o l \ \  ireless-comparable ALI s~andards should he 
delayed for MSS until economies of scale exist t ha t  brins costa donn to l e ~ e l s  prcpnnional to those that 
wireless carr iers  have achiwed (recognizing that s t ic l i  a deb! misl i t  add severil years to sate l l i te  E91 I 
becoming effective). 

40. We 3 lSO seek comment on cenain interference issues. Globalstar maintains that i ts  

transceiver units. if equipped wi th GPS functions. cannot t r a iwn i t  and receive at  the same time due to 
interference issues.'" We recognize this limitation as a valid concern and thu: setk further comments on 
ways to mitigate this interference, and also whether this i s  a n  i ssue other MSS opeiators \\ill encounter. 
In  addition, we seek comment on non-simultaneous use of the transceiver unit fi.r transmitting and 
receiving a CPS ~igna1.l '~ Further, we seek comment on the impact the non-sir.iultaneoiis functions 
\bould have on GPS acquisition time (; .e . .  the time inrerial to synchronize the mobile transceiver \\it11 the 
GPS constellation) and position determination o f  t l ie transceiver. We also set+ comment on call set-up 
time for such non-simultaneous uses. Globalstar iiotes [lint n GI's receker in P handset -'could tahe 
several minutes to successfully access the GPS s3tcllitcs to determine i ts  position." \rhicl i  contrasts with 
the  ..feu seconds" needed to establish a Globalstar ~ d . ~ "  At l l ic time Globalst::r prepared i t s  comments. 
we believe Globalstar was correct i n  i t s  assessment: lionever. bnced on current GPS reclinolopy we 
believe this i s  no longer the case. We invite comineiit on the use o f  adequate filtering. as suggested by 
NTIA. as  a way of minimizing interference."' We believe th3t proper filtering wi l l  address interference 
concerns, but we are interested i n  comment on t l ie  cstiniated costs of such a solution. 

41. We acknowledge the fact (as IC0 and liiinarsat point out) that incorporating GPS technology 
into handsets may alter the weight. size and potr r r  coniumption o f the  mobile transceiver iinit and also 

' ' I  Sec Globalstar Suiellrrr 911 Piiblic JVolict, comnienls at 20 

'" Globalslar Sak~lliic 911 Public ,Yufice comnlrnlS 31 19 

NTlA in its comments proposes non-simullancous u te  oithe iransceiver unit as a means for avoiding I !i 

interference lo the receive GPS signal on an MSS IransceiLer equipped b i t h  GPS receive cipability. NTlA Sorrllrre 
91 I P i h l i c  ;Yorice reply a i  IO.  

Globalstar Suic l / r i~~  Y / I  P i fh l i c  ~ V ~ J ~ J W  comnirnis 31 19 

N T l A  Sii~cIli& 911 Pirhlic 'Ibiice repl!, at  I O  (suffesrinp thac in order Tor MSS handsets to transmrt 

I ? ,  

I IS 

simulraneousl! during GPS operarion. -'filters with an eytremel! strep roll-off would be required.' a i t h  impractical 
co i r .  ueight, and power concerns). 
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increase the cost per unit. Ho\rever. based on our understanding o f  the current trends in technolo5y. in 
panicular A L I  using GPS technology. \be beliebe that the record before us i s  somewhat stale and that 
costs and battery size have come doun some\\ h3t. Therefore. we seek updated information on the costs 
associated with weight, size and pouer consumption o f  these terminals \\hen equipping mobile satellire 
transceiver units with GPS technology. We also seek comment on the cost associated with upgrading 
current satellite networks to accommodate that transmission of GPS data, and the costs associated \\ith 
incorporating GPS into the designs of  future hlSS networks. in particular information penaining to 
routing and processing o f  E9 I I calls. We seek input regarding whether advances made thus far in the 
provision o f  E91 I for terrestrial \&lrelt.ss are i n  an! \ \a> applicable to satel l i te netLborks. 

(d) Implementat ion Schedules 

42. Discussion. We belie\e the rccord nou ld  benelit iroin additional inforination concemiirs 
implernentatiorl sclirdules for satell;rt. E9 I I A i.nriet> of factors distitigriish satellite E9  I I 
~rnplrinrtitatron rrom i ts  terrestrial cuunierpart. I-irst. due tu i i c l n o r k  ~ ~ t c h i t c ~ ~ i r r c .  311 M S S  gntcn3p 
requires the specific location o f  the cal ler first in order to connect the c a l l  to a PSAP. l inm\Iedge of t l i t  
ca1ler.s 5pecific location constitutes ALI .  and \\ ithout this intorniatioli a satellite ca l l  cannot be ruuted to a 
PSAP. Therefore, unlike terrestrial wireless. \\here implementation ot A N I  preceaed implementntlon o f  
ALI.  w e  do not believe that ANI can be implemented prior to A L I  for MSS. We seeh coiiiinent on 
nhether. instead o f  phasing in A N I  and A L I  separately. we should require sar:llite carriers to provide 
A N I  and A L I  simultaneously. If we should proceed with a unified ANI IALI  requirement. how soon after 
adoption o f  this requirement should currently operational and design-stage carriers become compliant? 
Can design-stage MSS systems be re-engineered and compliant with E91 I requirements upon inception 
of service? For example, we invite comment concerning the ability o f  a licensee that has already met its 
tirst milestone (2.g.. by entering a non-contingent contract for the manufacture ,af the first satellite in the 
system) at the time any E91 I requirements become effective to comply with tho;e requirements. Wi th 
respect to currently operational systems. we seek comment whether A N l i A L l  serv:ces should be required 
for second or third generalion satellite systems. Conversely, if provision of ANIIALI services demands 
modifications in handsets and gateway stations. rather than satell ites. we seek ccrnment on whether E91 I 
is  feasible with the current satellite generation. We seek comment on the predic.ted costs o f  implementing 
ANI /ALI  and solicit input on possible subscribership levels that n e  could set as triggers for compliance 
with an! such rule.11b While SCC Corp. asks t h a t  the Commission establish 5 i m  deplo>meiit 
schedules."' we are not prepared to do so without additional inKornmation. 

43. Several satellite carriers have pointed out that the) have relatively f e n  customers in 
comparison to terrestrial wireless companies. and as a result are unable to distribute the costs o f  enhanced 
91 I services as easily to subscribers.'" If MSS systems can only recover the cast5 o f  enhanced 91 I 
services through additional charges to their esistiny subscribers. they lihely w i l l  t'e forced to increase 
their subscriber rates by a substantial arnouiit. Such incre;lsed rates ma? decrease the demand for their 
sewices. which means that fewer potential subscribers \ b i l l  purchase MSS beivice;. whether or lnot i t  
offers E91 I features. Therefore. we request coniinent on \\liether an E91 I requtrement should be 
triggered only \\hen a licensee has achieved a certain benchmark in subscribership. 

Srr aho rupru para. ?J 

SecSCCSoiellile Y / /  PublrcNorici .expurre leiier(Apri1 I O .  2001) 

11b 

1.7 

"* For example. I C 0  nored thai (as o f  1999). M S S  subscribership numbered appro..imairly 500.000. w,hereas 
u i r e l e s s  subscribershlp was 44 million when the Commission adopted E91 I rules in 1996 (and by 1999 
subscribership reached approhimarely 86 milliun) IC0  Sute//i i i. Y i  / Pithiic ,Sorice reply a i  6. The Commission has 
>aid rhat T M R S  carriers are nor subject io rate re:ulailon. and may adjusi iheir raies I.: refleci the cosi ofproviding 
E91 I services uithout [Commission] intervcnrion ' '  I1'rreie.v E Y / /  S C C O ~  Recon Ordr.r, I 4  FCC Rcd 20850 at 
para 49 (1999). 
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44. Cmndjathering. 7 he terrestr ial  \ \ i reless rules provide equipment phase-in schedules for 
handset-based location techn01o~ies.l"~ lnmarsat argues that in the event that the Commission adopts a 
location monitoring requirement for MSS. "these requirements [should] be applicable on a prospecti\'e 
basis only and that existing terminals he grandfathered azainst such requirements. lnniarsat maintains 
that even though i t  intends 10 incorporate GPS into i t s  next generation of MSS earth stations. it currently 
s e w s  approximately 200,000 user terminals \corldwide.13' Do MSS licensees other than lnmarsat have a 
significant number of mobile earth teminals that would he costly to retrofit? We are concerned about 
this issue as w e l l  and seek comment whetlier pre-e\istiiig niobile terminals in use at the time any E91 I 
rules are adopted and effective should be prandlalhered from compliance. In order to determine the 
impact o f a  Srandlathering provision. \ \e also x e k  coiiimeiit concerning \\liether satel l i te licensees espect 
i isniticant terminal churn \rith regard to current customers.?" 

..,'O 

(e) Carr iers and Services Required to O f f e r  E911 

45. BacLrround. 111 tlic S~i rc~ / / r re  Y 1 l  l'iib1rc . \ ' o I I L ~ ~ .  the Bureau ~ s L c t i  1 . 9  I I ru les lor  j ~ t e l l i t ~ '  
services shotild he limtred to the same e\lent the rules are l imited (or terrestrial wi re l rs i  carriers ( i . c  to 
carriers that provide real-time. tno-way switched voicc service that  is intercoiinecled :o h e  PSTN)). The 
International Bureau also asked wlietl7-r an) MSS sen ices are analogous to the maritime and aeronautical 
s e n i c e s  that are ekempt from the terrestrial \\ireless 91 I ru led ' :  The Commission e\cludrd maritime 
and aeronautical services from the terrestrial wireless 91 I rules. despite their being rwo-\ra? voice 
senices, because passengers and crews o f  ships at sea rely on Global Maritime Distress and Safer! 
System ("GMDSS") for emergency and dislress. while passengers and crews of airplanes use other 
radiocommunication channels for emergency assistance. 

13J 

46. The record reflects a range ofpositions concerning carriers that should he subject to 91 I 
requirements. ORBCOMM, a l inle LEO licensee, and N T l A  argue that E91 I requlrements should not he 
imposed on non-voice M S S  systems."' N T l A  believes that the 91 I Act requires only "telephony" 
services. ;.e.. "the transmission of voice over a communications network," to provide 9 I I. thereby 
excluding non-voice MSS."' N E N A  suggests that the 91 I Act requires maritime MSS io provide 91 I 
access. while the Washington State E9 I I Prograin office asserts that a Washington 9 I I statute makes no 
"operational distinctions when mandating enhanced 91 I .  statewide.. and therelor: nnq telt.phone system 
(including GMPCS) "must be designed to interface to el isr ing E91 I systems if i t  is to meet the intent of 
[sic] Washington statute.'":' Boeing argues that nothing in tiit. 9 I I Act's legislative history indicates that 

"'47 C.F.R. $ 20.18(g). 

Inmarsat Sarellrre 9 / /  Public Norrcr cornmenls ar 4 

Inmarsat Sureilrre V I  I Public Noricr comments ar ; 

I 

I:, 

li' We norr !hat replacemeni phones accounted for 23 percent of the terrestrial wireless handsel market in 2001. See 
" Is  Nokia Mlssinyan lmponant Cal l? While the No. I Wireless Handset Maker Dawd'r:. 11s Rivals are Rollin:Out 
AdLanced Models in the U.S.," Roger 0. Crocket. Brrsmcv~iV~~el.  Oniine (March 27 ,  2002) 

I-'' Cotcii,re 91 l Public ,Vorici. at 4 (citing E Y l  I Finr Reporr und 0rdi.r at para. 82) 

E Y I l  Fin1 Reporr undOrder at para. 82: see u k o  47 C.F.R. 9 80. Subpan W. 

ORBCOMM CMPC.7 ~VPRh.Icommenls at I?; FA ORBCOMM Surr11rre 911 Pitbiic Norrre comments at 2; 

I ; ,  

,li 

NTIA Surd111r Y /  I Puhlic Noricc reply at I I - 1 7 ~  S w  ~ A O  N E N A  SureilrrL, 9 /  / Pirblic .Vorrce reply at 4 (concurrlns 
with ORBCOMM's position). 

""NTIA Sardlrre 9 l 1  Public Nnrice rrply at I 1 - 1 2  
l i -  N E N A  Sorel1ire 911 Prihiic holicecomnirnts at 3 and reply ai 4 .  WashinZion State Sr,,e//rrc 91 i Plihlrc horicc 
commenrs at I. NENA matnrains that although 'Congress ordained the use ofthese digtts [ ; . e . ,  91 I ]  for a l l  wireless 

(continued ....) 
20 
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the Consress intended the statute to appl) to M S S  or aeronautical s e n i c e s . 1 3 8  

47. Discussion. We tentatively conclude that onl) GhlPCS carriers providing real-time. two-wa) 
switched Voice service that i s  interconnected to the PSTh  should he required to pio\lide E91 I services. 
Thi, is consistent with our approach to terrestrial ~ l i re less services. We also tentatively conclude that 
maritime and aeronautical MSS services should be ewluded from any 91 I requirements. for the same 
reasons they are excluded from the terrestrial \wreless requiremenls. While the Commission has found no 
public safety need for E91 I on terrestrial tno-na). non-voice smites. the Coast Guard a r y e s  that an! 
E91 I requirements "should apply to a l l  t\\c>-\\a! voice and data systems which fa l l  under the 
classification ofGMPCS.""" Although n e  are 1101 inclined to elrend ail> satellite 91 I rrquiremeiits to 
non-voice systems, we welcome additional comnient on the Coast Guard's proposal. O R B C O M M  
indicated in 1999 that i t  "recognizes that some subscribers \ \ i l l  \\ant to iise their comniitnicafors to send 
9 I I-type messages. and ORBCOMM intends to address the nerds o f  these p o t e n h l  users by providing 
the appropriate" PSAP with informa.ion iece>sar! to respond."' If ORBCOMM and/or ail! other non- 
~ o i c e  systems currently provide t l i i s  w t ~ t  otenicrgeiic! service. \ \ e  seeh coiiiiiie.i* regarding 11s 
impleinentation and use. 

I :9 

48. We agree with Globalstar ;hat  we must reject Washingon State's implication that a11 GMPCS 
providers must provide 91 I service to comply with a Washington statute."' The Commission observed in 
the wireless E91 1 proceeding"that state actions that are incompatible with the policies and rules adopted 
in this Order are subject to preemption.""' Moreover, the Commission stated that Federal preemption o f  
state E91 I regulation "may he necessary IO ensure the achievement o f  various ins-verable. nationwide 
aspects o f  E91 I operations," including nationwide E91 I operational compat i t~ l iy . " '  These principles 
are as applicable to satellite CMRS as they are IO terrestrial CMRS. The only 91 I requirements satellite 
carriers must follow are those that the Commission adopts. to the extent it adopts any. 

(iii) Internat ional  Issues 

49. Background. Rules requiring satellite carriers to provide emergell:) call centers and E91 I 
serv ices raise international issues. includins the use ordifferent emergency acI-ess codes across the 
globe'" and differing staIdards for the tranini;ssion and routin? o f  enhanced call iniormation. Iridium 

( .continued froni previous page) 
telephone calls originaring in the U.S .:- the 91 I Act "tolrra1es e\emption" for aeronnlttiLal MSS. NENA Sore11rre 
Y I 1 Public Nolice reply at 2-4. 

I" Boeing Sarellrrc 91 I Pirblic Norice reply at 1-3 

I]' E91 I Firsr Repor1 ond Order at para. 82. 

LlSCG G,Z!PCS XPRAfcommenIs at 8 The Coast Guard also proposes that store-and-forward systems use the 
International Maritime Organization's "Criteria for Use t\ hen Providing lnmarsat Shore-zased Facilities" IO address 
the reliability of delivering emergency messages. SLY USCG c';L/PC.? .VPR,Z/ commsnts at 8-9. 

''I ORBCOMM CMPCS NPRMcomments at 16 

"'Globalstar Sorrliire 9 / 1  Pirhlrc Norice reply at  7 (notin; fhar Washingron State "seems to imply that i ts stale law 
somehow supersedes the Commission's rules") 

Scr E911 Fir.<! Repor, andorder at  paras 101- I O 5  

See EYI I  Firs Rrporr ondOrder at para. 103 

By u a y  olesample. the emergency dial code for man! European countries i s  112: Arzentina uses 101 [or 

110 

),I 

111 

IJi 

ambulance and police and 107 for fire: Brazil uses 197 ior  ambulance. 190 for police. and 193 for fire: China uses 
I20 for ambulance. I I O  forpollce. and I19 for fire. Japan uses I I 9  for ambulance m d  fire and I I O  ior police. See 
hrtp."uws %labalrelsconi.orL: telecom.hmi (visired j:l4,'0_7). 
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LLC points to the e\istence ofcompetinf access codes as  widence o f the  need for an international forum 
to establish standards to adopting any E91 I rules for satelllte.l'o A i a r i e n  o f  cornmeiiters urge that a l l  
international issues be resolved on the international stape. such as through the Internatioiial 
Telecommunication Union-Radiocommunic~ti~n Bureau (-'I TU-R")."' 

50. Discussion. When the Commission initiall! declined to require MSS licensees to comply 
with any 91 1 rules. i t  identified the need to coordinate with international standards bodies for completion 
o f  international calls as one o i t he  se\eraI lactors d is t inp ish iny MSS froin covered CMKS carriers.''$ 111 

the Su/e//ire YI I / ' i rh/ ic ~\Io/Icc,. the International Bureau asled it' the public safet! comniunity and MSS 
industrq participants had done an><hin$ 'to continue t l ie i r  efforts to develop and establish standards [ lor  
emergency calling] along with the International srandurds bodies.'"" The coninleiits received in response 
to th i s  inquiry did not differ subslantially from the comments recei\ed nearly a year and  ha l f  earlier in 
response to rhe GMfCSh'PRM In both cuseb. comnienters stress the need to develop standards on the 
iiiteriiational stage prior to adoption -if ail! E9 I I rules. but do iiot indicate that an! prufress i n d  been 
niade in t l i i i  r ? p d , ' " '  We seek coiiiii ieni a h  11, \<lictlicr rcwlut ioi i  u t  intcriiatioiial ii;mdards isshies 
should in an! \ \ a >  further drla! adopiioii o1.a c;i11 crntt 'r  ret~t i i rr i i ic i i t  or E91 I rule< 

5 1 ,  NTlA suygests that the ITU-R \rould be an "effective toruin" for de\elopiii: global 
standards, particularly under the aegis o f3  ne\\ Study Group 8 question developed b! the U.S. Coast 
Guard. NT IA .  and "MSS participants.""' This question addresses a number of issues crit ical to global 
iinplementatioir of emergency services, Including the preferred capabilities o f  MSS systenis. prel'erred 
requirements for automatic location determination. aspects o f  routing MSS emergency calls that must be 
compatible with international routing procedure. and the enhanced information to be forwarded with 
emergency calls."' NTlA reports that no comments were submitted in the Stddy Group 8 question during 
the study cycle preparing for the 2003 World Radio Conference.'" We understand that to date no 
recommendation has resulted from this question. We agrce with NTlA that "teclinical studies that are 
performed in response to this question can be used as the basis for developing !TU-R 
Recommendations.""' We strongly encourage a l l  licensees. equipment manufacttrrers. public safety 
organizations. and any other interested parties to participate in the discussion o f  ITU-R Question ?27/8. 
We are concerned that carriers have often cited the need ro develop international standards for emergency 
call ing as a prelude to rule adoption. but apparentl! fail to in i t ia te  or participate in !he nrcessar!' global 

I"' Iridium LLC Gllf'CC ,A'PR,<l reply at 14 

I n  Sre IC0  Global GAIPCS NPRM cornmenis at 6-7. SIA G,t/K.S .\PR,llcommenrs and reply ai 5 :  Comsat 
G',WpCS NPRA4comments at 14; USCC CAfI'C'S .Z;PRI! coniinents a t  9- IO: Ministry o f  Posts and 
Telecommunications of Japan GAfPCS <VPRh.I coniments af I (cmphasiring that the usc cf ALI for emergency 
purposes should first be srudied ai the ITU-R ) Si,L. "I.$(, I C 0  .S<iie/lirc, Y 1  I Puhiic Nurice commenls at  2 ;  NTlA 
Sufellire 911 Piihlic .Xorire reply at 8.  

E91 / Firs! Reporr and 0rdi.r at para. 83 

Suiellrri. Y I  1 Pzrhllc Xoiicc at 7. citing M' i rdcu  E Y / /  F~i rs i  RCcoii Ordcr at para. 89 

Scf. E g..  Iridium LLC GMPC'S A'fRdI repl! at 14. I C 0  Global GliP('S !?JPRM comment at 6-7; SIA GMPCS 

I," 

119 

I 5,) 

,VPR,hl reply at 2 :  Minisrry o f  Posts and Teleconimunicaiions of Japan G.1IPC.7 ,VPRhIcommen[ at I. Comment in  
response to the Said/i/c 911 Puhirc Nor/i.e on [his issue was similar. 
comments a t  8: lnmarsai Sarrliirc 9 / /  f uh l r r  N o i i w  cummenis  at 1. 

e g . .  IC0 Sa:r//ife 911 /+h/fc ,$'oilre 

151 
NTlA Sure//irp VI  1 Pirhlic ;\'orice reply at 8 Thr quesiion IS identified as ITU-R 277'8. ‘.Technical and 

C)perational Characier is i ics of Emergency Coniniuiiicai~onr in the hlobils Sa[ell i te Service."  

''I NTIA SUIC// I IC Y I  i r~lh i ic  .vorrce reply .X 8 

'Y N T l A  Sulr / / i /e  9 /  I Pi,h/ic .Ijoi,ce reply ar 9 

'" NTlA Sarelirle 91 / Piihlrr Vorice reply at 8 
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discussions 

52.  We seek commeiit on issues raised b!, use oleinergenc! access codes other than 91 I .  We 
understand that Globalstar has programmed i ts  handsets to recognize a i a r i e y  of emergeiic) access codes 
(such as Europe's 112), and connects all such calls to an ECAS operator."' This suggests that resolution 
of at least some standards in the international arena is unnecessar). as a result of sofnrarc modifications. 
While network recognition of multiple emereency numbers irould facilitate subscriber access to c a l l  
centers. b e  appreciate that Inconsi~teiit internatioiial standards \ \ i t 11  regard to A L I  and ANI ma! c a u x  
more significant implementation issues ( e . ~ . .  PSAPs in different nations nia! U S E  incoinpnrible equipment 
tor pruccssing E91 I data). We invite cominrn! on otlier method, lor promoring satellite ser\ice 
emergency access without first resolving internalional standards conceriis. 

53. We also seek commenr on Iiabilit! issiies in connection n i t h  recognition 01 ini i l t iple 
rmeryeiic! :iccess codes. Cilobalstaa. r,otcs i l s  linhilit! coiiccriis \tciniiiiiig from the fundmieiitnl 
diilercnces betsreen i ts  Slobal s!srem and loualircd terrestrial \ \ i relcjh ,!stunis.''" 'I lic 91 I A c t  rcquiicI 
that '-91 I.. serve as l l i e  uni\er ial  emcrgenc! tcleplione niimber \\ 1111111 dit. l i i i i ted 5tares. \i;irclehs carr ic in  
proiidin: 91 I emergency s t m i c e  are afforded liabilit! protectiuii t o  !lie same ebtent as that  \ \ I i ic I i  
s irel ine carriers receive on 91 1 calls. 
emergency code) in the United States iii order to place an eiiiergeiic? call. that carrier i s  argiiablq in 
violation of the 91 I Act and might be excluded from the Iiabilir! protection that fhe statute provides (at 
least with regard to emergency calls placed by dialins codes other than 9 I I). Funl iemore. unless the 
satellite handset is programmed to recognize all international einergeiicy access codes. a probability exists 
that a non-U.S. citizen using a handset in the United States may dial his or  her native emergency code and 
w i l l  be unable to reach a call center or PSAP because the particular code i s  not known. We seek 
comment concerning whether the capabilit) of satellite systems to recogiiize a niii't;tude o f  emergency 
dial codes violates provisions o f  the 9 I I Act. In this regard. w e  ask whether, if boiware in a handset 
converts any internationally recognized emergency access code into "91 I "  at thz moment the call is 
initiated, the carrier would preserve its l iabil ity protection under the 91 I Act btcause the phone would be 
dialing 91 I regardless of the user's number selection. We seek commeiit concerning possible methods of 
protecting satel l i te carriers from liabil iry in the event that a non-91 I code i s  diqled in an emergency. and 
hou  we could implement them. 

1': I t a  satel l i te carr ier  a l l o n s  subscribers to dial I I ?  (or an? other 

54. In the Soidlire 9 / /  Pirblic rVorrw. the Interiiatiolial Bureau asked a rlumber of questions 
concerning the specific effects. i fany .  that adoptioii o fE91 I rilles \\auld have un the iiitfriialional 
compatibility o f  terminal equipment. We hereh? incorporate by reference that section of-the .Suure(/irr YIf 
Public Nurice for the purpose o f  collecting neir information. 

1'6 

(iv) ln tcgrat ion of A n c i l l a n  Terrestr ia l  Component 

55. Discussion. The Coininissioii initiated IB Dochct No. 01-1 S 5  lo  consider \\hether to aIIo\c 
flexibility in the delivery of MSS communicatioiis in the 2 Gtlz. L-band. and B ig  LEO bands. The 
Notice o f  Proposed Rulemaking in that docher 1argc.l) eiplores issues concerning l4SS licensees' 
integration of a n  ancillary terrestrial component ("ATC") with their networks u>ing ass iyed  MSS 
frequencies. We do not intend to pre-judse liere an? of t l ie  myriad issues involved \kith provision o f  
ATC. We recognize that the issues raised in the ATC proceeditif could have a n  effect 011 satellite 

l i i  Fch ' 2  h Purrr Memo at 2 

Fch ' 2  E.r t'orie ,Ilo,io a1 3 .  

!,I I Acia1 Section 4.  

Suirliire 9 i / Public .Vorirc a i  7 

1-4 

, 3 7  

,is 



Federal Communications Commission FCC 02-326 

carriers' ability to implement both basic and enhanced 91 I ( e  p.. MSS carriers with ATC would likely 
have access to ground-based interconnection points in  a manner similar to that o f  cellular and PCS 
licensees. critical to routing 91 I calls to the nearest PSAP). We seek comment on whether 
implementation of ATC would affect the Commission-s analysis o f  MSS under i ts  proposed general 
criteria for compliance wi th basic and enhanced 91 I requirements. For example, xe seek comment 
concerning consumer expectations for emeryncy services associated with a satellite service having a 
terrestrial component. We seek commenl on how the network architecture o f  an MSS svstem with an 
ancillary terrestrial component may change the analysis of MSS deploytiient of E91 I scrvices consistent 
with our rules. We seeh comment generall) colicernin? hou any form of ATC t w u l d  affect 
implementation o f  E91 I for MSS. including technolozy consideration, and roll-out schedules. 

(v) 0 t her Issues 

56. Backcrotind and DiscusGni! Tlic S ~ r ~ c / / i / i ,  Y l /  P i ih lu  .Su/r< e souplit coiii i i iciit on sc\crJI 
sddirional issues. and \\e takc this opponuiii l) to seek addilioii;ll coinint'nt o:i t1iu.n Fcv L'\ntiiple. 
Glohalstar noted that nh i l e  i t  roures .'91 I c a l l i  froni a l l  users ~ authorircd or uiiiiiitIioriLed'. to 115 ca l l  
center. i t  cannot route calls from non-initialized phones s ince they lach "ai1 idctititinble ititel-national 
mobile subscriber identity."'6u We in\ i re cotnmcnt concerning \\hcther other carriers h a \ e  or nou ld  have 
similar capabilities and limitations. and wherher we should consider treating satellite and terrestrial 
wireless carriers differently as a result.'" We also remain interested in consu-iter expectations concerninp 
the emergency call features of jare l l i fe phones.'" We invite comment concernin? measures that carriers 
may take. such as labeling, to communicate these features to subscribers.lb' We also invite comment 
concerning any other issues that interested parties f ind relevant to implementatioq of 91 I services for 
mobile satellite services. 

1 5 . 1  

2. Telematics Service 

57. Summary. Currently, there are approximatel! two and a half mil;ion vchicles wi th lelematics 
I64 systems on the Nation's highways. 

mill ion telematics-enabled cars and light t r u c k  in the United States. 
percent o f  all vehicles sold wi l l  have telenlatlcs s > s t r m s .  
teletnatics equipment and the expectation lor litture grov.th. \ \ e  srek  comment geiirrall! on the 

Trade press reports predict t l ial by 2006. thete will he over 20 
Ib5 and by ?008. approkimately 42 

I hh 111 \ i e \ v  of the current ii istallrd base o f  

See Sure/lire 5 1 1  Piibiic horice at 6-7. 

Globalstar Snrellire 91 I Public Norice comments at I 3  

See. e.g., Revision ofthe Commission's Rules to Ensure Compatibility with Enhanced Y I I E m e r y n c y  Calling 
Systems; Non-initialized Phones, CC Dockei No. 9-1-102. Rrpori ~ i m l O r d i ~ r ,  17 FCC Rcd 8481 (2002): Order, DA 
02-2423 (rel. Sept. 30, 2002) (%ranting a sra) ofllle effective dare ofrules adopled in t i e  Rcpurr anil0rdc.r). 

159 

160 

Ihl 

See Snrellrie 51 I Piihlic Norice at 7 

The Coast Guard. for example. suppons 3 hbeltn; requirement for equipmen; tha. snnnor be used for emergency 

.See P. Hansen, "Special Report on Telematics Content and Services." as reponed in Telemarics Update Magazine 

161 

In7 

purposes USCG GMPCS NPRklcomments at I I 

(July 15. 2002). http://W~vLII.telemalic9u~date.cotti. visited Nov. j, 3 0 2 .  E) Pane Presentation of ATX 
Technologies. Inc. (ATXI, WT Docket No. 01-108 ( J u l y  9. 2002). at p 4 (enclosure of ATX Comments in ET 
Docket No 02-135, submined to Commission staff in response to Public Notice ofrhe Spicrrum Task Force). 

I64 

"" See P Leroul. "Creativiry. Reliabillt! t o  Drive Teleniattcs." ZDNer (Aug. 70. 2302) _hllP.':zdner.com corn/? 100- 
-_ 1007-95J488.htni. visited S q x  26. 1002 

J Wrolsrad. .'IBM Teams with Honda on Telematics." Wtreless NervsFacror (July 19. 2002) IKb 

hnp.. . ,~ir~less.newslacror.coln;~cr l  p r l n t r m .  visirrd Sepr 26. 2002 (anriburing folecasi i o  Phil Magney of 
Telematics Kescarch Group). 

http://hllP.':zdner.com
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C-oinrnissioii's current regulatory approach to such services aird possible future apDroac1ies."- 

58.  Background. Teleinatics can be generally defined as the integrated use o f  location 
technology and wireless communications to enhance the functionality of motor vehicles.'" Telematics 
sen'ices provide a number of automotive and mobile applications including safeb and concierge services 
through integrated vehicle communications and navigation systems that emplo) Global Positioning 
S!,stem (GPS) technology to provide dtrections. to trach a wl i ic le 's  location, and to obt3iii emergency 
assistance in the event o f  an accident.""' Telematics systsins may include automatic crash inotification 
( A C N )  sysreins that have the capability to automaticall> c a l l  a i l  cmergeiic? services dispatcher for help iii 
the event of a car accident."" 

59. In  offerins these services. teleinatics providers rel? oi l  the service o f  mobile wireless 
providers b! coiirracting a i th  thein for iminutes of mobile telephony use. The particular services pro\  idrd 
nia? var?. dcpcnding on the pachagt or k \ e I  o f  senice that the car ou i ic r  purcli35es. and ma)  a l s o  
iiicludc bo ice  C'blRS t l iat  is resold as 211 additional or preiiiiuiii s x \ i c e  option tu 1 1 i t  c't i4wiicr. 
rnaAorit! ~ I t r l e m a r i c s  service,. iiicludin: the resold voice bervicc. currently rel)  on iiiiiilo: cellular 
systems deplo>ing the Advanced Mobi le Phone Service (AMPS)  compatibility strndard. Some d i r i tn l  
sjstems are being either deployed or ?eveloped.'.' 

1 - 1  ,A 

60. Telematics providers may offer their services usin: ori:iiial equipment manufacturer (OEM) 
equipment embedded in new vehicles. Auro manufacturers may contract with \,arious eqiiiptnent or 
platform vendors in offering telematics services to purchasers. and aftermarket equiomeiit or accessories 
are becoming available.i7' 

We note at the outset that OnStar Corporation (OnStar) recently filed a peririon for a ruling that in-vehicle. l i l T  

embedded telematics devices operating on wireless carrier networks utilizing handset-hased 9 I I Phase I I  solutions 
are not "handsets" as that term is used in current Commission tules adopted in CC Docket No. 94- 102. See Ex Parre 
Submission. In the Maner ofRevision oirhe Commission's Rules to Ensure Compatibility with Enhanced 91 I 
Emergency Calling Systems. CC Docket No. 94-10?. from K .  Enborg. Vice President and General Counsel. OnStar, 
to T. Sugtue. Chief, Wireless Telecommunicalions Bureau. Federal Cornmunicarions Comir.ission (Dec. 3. 2002) 
(also petitioning lor ruling that those devices are no1 included in !he carrier subscriber base referenced in the orders 
in lhar proceeding). Comrnenf will be sought on [he spscilic issue raised in [his cypar:c petirion in s separaie Public 
Notice in CC Docket No. 94- 102 OnStar is a inember oirhe Nsiional Emergency Number Associaiion's ( N E N A )  
Non-Trddiiional lechnical Comminee and  rhar coniminee's -\utolnaiic Crash Norilicatlon ( ACN 1 subcommitwe. 

In the Maner of Year 2000 Biennial Regulatory Review - Amendment of  Pan 22 ofthe Commission's Rules Io 
Modify or Eliminate Outdated Rules Affecrins thr Cellular Radioielephone Service and orher Commercial Mobile 
Radio Services. WT Docket No. 01-108, Repor, uildOrder. FCC 02-219 (rel. Sepl. 14,2002) (Biwmiul Review 
Report and Order), at para. IS. n.S6. 

168 

Scwnrli Il'lrdess Comperition Report. ai I306 1-62. Sw i i lco .  B,c,iiiiiul RC~.IL,U Rcpor. aml O r d u .  at para. IS .  16'1 

~ 5 6 .  

See Bieiintul Rewen Reporl andUrder. a1 para. 18. n 56. 1-0 

SW. e . g ,  Onstar.  hat IS &%or. Senwces. htrp. ' \ ~ . \ ~ . i ~ . . o n ~ i a r . c ~ n i ' v i s i i o r s  I I I I I I I : ~ ~  features hfm. visited Sept. 
13, 2002. 

' r 2  t g , lhe Ford Vehicle Communications Shsrems (VCS) requires a service contract with Sprinr PCS. Daimler- 
Chrysler is deLeloping a teleniarics offering thai i s  based on WLAN technolo:? that does not require reliance on [he 
public ssrifched ielephone network (PSTN) 

/ - I  

I :I "Vinual Wave. Alrbiquity Ofier Wireless Localion-Based Services." CTlA Daily N?!vs (Sepi. 19. 2007) 
(attributing repon co lnsrani Msssazing Planet) c l 1 a d d i l ~ n ~ \ ~ \ - h l 7 2 ' ) 0 . ~ 1 4 7 1 6 6 3  I'i7rep!v.\vot<-com coin See 
N \Y\ \  .roadstarcoi.com, 

http://roadstarcoi.com
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6 1 . Proui.sioil o/Emrrpriic.r, Seri.icr.> i l i r o i q / i  T~.lrtiiaiics Srn,iccs. Telematics s e n  i ce  pro\ iders 
general11 process emergency calls from Lehiclr occupants in two \ra!s. First. customers can make 
emergency calls by pressing a "hot button" installed in  the vehicle or in the handset associated with the 
vehicle's telematics unit."' Pressing the '.hot button" i s  not the same as dialing 91 I to make an 
emergency call. A telematics-based emergency communication, or "hot button" call. is  routed over the 
network o f the  underlying carrier to a national call center operated by the telernatics cervice provider. Ii 
available, location data from a satellite-hased GPS capabilio integrated n i t h  the telematics equipment in 
the vehicle can be transferred to the call center. irhere the caller's location can be computed. 

62.  In  the event the telematics-based emergency communication I S  discotinecred. tlie call center 
representative can cal l  back the vehicle to get tnorc information about the einersenc). The c a l l  center 
advisor also can orally relay pertinent emcrgenc? information. including locatson and call-back number. 
to a P S A P  or other appropriate local emergency authorit). such as a sheri f fs ofl ice. Further. the c a l l  
ccnter also has the capability to coiit3ct aiid request the dispatch of  uinerptiic) ashirtance from \'ariotts 
ernerzetic? atttliorities. I 'I 

63, For those telematics customers \it10 a150 subscribe to a joint l \  pack Fed mobile Xoice service. 
the customer can choose to dial 91 I, nther  tliati using tlie teleniatics-based emergency comtiiutiication 
option. The 9 I I call then is routed over the netL\orC of the underl!iiig wireless carrier and i s  delivered 
directly to a P S A P  or other appropriate local emergency authority. consisleiit u i rh current requirements o f  
Commission rules."6 The telematics system \\ill not block traiisniissiun o f  the call-back number 
information. However, location information oil direct-dialed 91 1 calls i s  only available i f  the underlying 
wireless carrier employs a network-based ALI system. because t h e  GPS trackin: .xed by telematics i s  a 
satellite-based transmission that requires coordinated processing o f  data between the installed unit. the 
GPS satellites, and the telematics c a l l  center. 

64. Discussion. We begin our i nqu ip  by asking \\hat. i f  anything. s l t x l d  he required o f  
telematics services in light o f  their "hot button" and resold CMRS service capabilities. We then ask what 
expectations customers have with regard to etnergenc! services offered throup,h teleniatics systems. We 
also ask about current technical i s s i ~ e s  related to the provision o f  emergency set\.ices throurh telematics 
services. Comtnenters are also asked to add-ess matters associated with Automatic Crash Notification 
(ACN).  Finally. we seek comment on the Cotntnission's l e p l  authority to address telemarics providers 
and equipment manufacturers. 

65.  ,4ppropria/e Modeljor i l c c e ~ s  io  Etiiergoicl. Sen'ice.7 i.iu Telrniaiia Sv.i!ei)i.\ t o i d  C'iisronier 
Erpecrariotls. In addition to 91 I calls placed through a joint ly packaged mobile w i c e  service. telematics 
services currently provide access to PSAPs through an intermediary: the telema!ics call-center advisor. 
The Commission's rules currently contemplate situations in uh ich  CMRS customers receive service 
through an intermediary. specifically. a dispatcher 

i:: 
111 l ighl o f  the specii7L nntitrc ofteleniatics services 

Older telemaiics units place the "hot bunon" feature in !lie \ v~ rc l c$s  handset. In ne,her. built-in units. the "hot 
bunon" IS usually placed in the dashboard or overhead near the rear v i e t v  mirror in thc vehic le.  The "hot button" 
typically displa)s a symbol ( e p . ,  "Red-Cross" 3haped cl iaracter)  or leners ( e  y . "SOS") that s i g i l y  rha i  the button 

http:!!www.lincolnvehiclrs.com~vehicles!inter~or, asp?sVehi=LS. 

OnSrar. Jl'hai 1.7 0 i i .9ar .  Services (visited Sept. I;. 2U02) 
+p: '?ww\v.onstar coin~~isitorslhtml'ao l'e3iurrs.hI~;. 

See 17 C.F.R. $ 2fJ 18(b): 4 7  C F.R. $ 5  63 3001. 64,3002 

47  C.F.R. $ 20 I W h )  (staling that "a service proi'ider cwered by [Seclion 20.181 who offers dispatch service to 
cuslomers ma? meer the requirements of this  scction b! ett l ier complying iuith the rcquiremenls set  fonh i n  
paragraphs (b) throuzh ( c )  of this section or by routing the customer's emergency calls rhr0,u.h a dispatcher. lfthe 

, -1 

i3  to be pressed in case of  emergency. See hrrD:/  N ~ V U  . o n m  coni 'vrsirors;'hrml/ao emeroencv.hrn1: 

I 1' 
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and the expectations o f  i t s  purchasers. should some forni ol'rliis model ( i  e .  emergenq servicc throuph an 
intermediary accessible throush a telematics 'hot button") be t h e  primary manner in which emergencv 
sen ices are offered to users of relernatics systems? 

66. We note that this approach may well  provide cenain benefits to PSAPs by taking ad\antage 
of the ability of such call centers to act as an information filter to address a variety o f  circumstances and 
information needs. For instance. with the capabilirq o f  call center representatives to call back the vehicle. 
call centers may serve as a screen for non-emergency calls. thus alleriaring the burdens that PSAPs hce 
iii administrativel) handlinp their incrrnsiny \\ireless eiiierpenc! c a l l  \olunie. This call-back capability 
also allows call centers to screen lor  the particular type of  einerpeiic? faced or type o f  assistance needed. 
Thus. they can aid iii determining the appropriate response and emereency services pro\ider to be 
deployed. based on the circumstances of each incident. 

11s 

67. 111 addition to acting as i filter for inoii-cnier+wc! calls. tcleiii;itics services also I ia \e tlic 
pii tei i t ial to offer additional inlorination to P U P S  h a t  \ \ o d d  I K I I  hc a \a i lab le  througt. a 'npiual.. 91 I 
c a l l  For exaniple. there are prosrams cuncntl) bein: tcsted on ;I rsgional or local b:si> I l i a [  enia i l  a relay 
o l t l i e  information electronically froin the teleiiiiltics units to 3 PSAP andlor emeryenc) s e n  ice 
providers. These programs depend 'Jn the capabilit! o f  some c a l l  centers to plss the geographic 
locatjon information to another message processins unit operated by some emergency authority or  
p rov~der . "~  We seek comment on plans for the integration o f  the s!'steins o f  PSAPs aiid teleinatics 
providers. IVe seek comment on these and other possible advantages telematics oroviders may provide to 
PSAPs. 

I - ' I  

68. Cenain issues do arise, however. using the dispatch model for emergency service access. For 
instance, cal l  centers would decide to which PSAP. local emergency authoriv, or emergency service 
provider they route the emergency information. We seek comment on how we m;ght address issues 
arising from this role, particularly with regard to relaying or routing information. including callback and 
location information. We also seek comment on the relationships between telenlatics providers, their ca l l  
centers, PSAPs. emergency service providers. and state and local law enforcemen; agencies. 

69. Another issue uou ld  be the t imeliness o l t h e  deliver! ~ I ' c a l l s  to a PSAP or other appropriate 

(  continued from previous pape) 
service provider chooses the laner altemalive. i t  muhi i n a k  e i e r )  reasonable effon to cx?licitl! notify its current 
and potential dispatch customers and their users thai they are no1 able Io directly reach a PSAP by dialing 91 I and 
that. in the event of an emergency. the dispatcher should be contacted.") Paragraph (b)  covers basic 9 I I Service 
requirements; paragraph (c), TTY access IO 91 I services: paragraph (d) Phase I E91 I requ;rements; and paragraph 
(e). Phase II E91 I requirements. See47 C.F.R. $ 20,18(b)-(e). 

'"SeeCTIA's 1994 Wireless 9-1-1 and DisrressCalls Stailstics: N E N A .  Slatistics for vcar Ending Dec 31. 1999. 
Repon Card to the Nation (Sept. I I. 2001). 

For example. an lntegrared ITS (Intelligeni Trsnsponntion Sqsieni) Public Safety Sy::em is  currently bein; 
deployed in Virginia's Shenandoah Valley that autoinates and coordinales the inieracfive responses o f  lechnology 
providers, public safety and medical professionals. emergenc! serv ice personnel. and trnneponation expens to 
vehjcle accidenis. This system uses an "lnlelligeni Messase Broker" (IMB) ihai intefrales geographic information 
and roures data based on operational ru les  to which panicipsting apencies have agreed in advance. See John Erich, 
EMS Magazine. ln/orniurton lnlegralion I 'trginiu Crud7 Rcspon,ce .Ti .>ICIII. (visited Sept. 6. 2002) 

~~ hflD.I:~vw\~.coinciirr orn'research,neuscomcare inllienew 020607e1iiiniarazine.htm (Virginia IlTS Public Safety 
Sjstem). 

:-Y 

1x0  Sec. '.g , Virgiilia IlTS Public Safely Sysiem: 1 1 i i u i h  F(iI,/~t11dr/w G'rcuo. Hurris Co!, i i i~,. TC.~YU.S. 9 - / - /  
mti:i' ,%'cvn'orit .loin Forces. Telematics Update Magazine. Sept 9. 2002 (visited Sept. 9. 3002. 
vwwtelematicesupdnte com print asp7'neus+3 I649 (concerning Harris County. Texas ACN'ielemaiicr 

propram for police vehicles). 
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local emergenc) authority. The del i \cr \  of the call-back number to a PSAP ma! be affected. because 
even though the call-back number IS  displa)ed on the ca l l  center's terminal screen for oral rela). that 
number may not be delivered directl) to a PSAP. Achiebing such capability may not be technically 
feasible in terms of modif i ing the systems that telematics providers are currentl? deployin;. Lie 
therefore seek comment on these aspects regarding the timelq provision o f  emergency sen  ices to 
telematics users. 

70. Another issue of concern i s  notice to conjuiners regarditis the iiiaiiner iii ul i iclr "lrot bution.' 
calls are processed. Section 20.1 8(b) of the  Commission's rules currently require tha t  ifeiiierpenc! ca l l s  
are routed through a dispatcher, then the s!stein must "make ever! redsunable rflbn to  e\pl icir ly notil? 
i t s  , . . customers . . . that they are not able to directly reach a PSAP . . . 
what may he reasonable notification in the coiitext o f a  telematics "hot button" cal l .  compared to a 91 I 
dialed cal l .  In t l iat  r e p r d .  w e  invite conitiieiit on \ \ha t  approaclies \rould he n imf  uselul for te le i i ia t ics  
providers IO give notice to their custsiiiers tliruu;li cx~iiipnietit lahclh. iirstriictioii ii131111aI.c. e tc .  otaii! 
ciirreiit limitations oftelematics her\ iec i n  direill! tr;iii~iiiittiti; r.iiier<r.iic! ~ i r ~ o r ~ i i ; ~ t i u i i  to :I I'sAP."~' 

Coinmetiters should address 

71. In lipht of the above observatioiis and questions. \ \ e  sech coiiiiiieiit u n  1 1 0 ~  n e  iniglit amend 
Section 20. I8 (k)  to account for teleni-tics s! items. 

72. We also seek coiiiment on implementatioii issue5 that ma! appl! tu the provision o f  
emergency services information through telematics semices. For example. some teiematics providers are. 
or w i l l  soon be, planning and deploying a trailsition from an underlying analog-based system to a digital 
one. 
potential requirements or  guidelines. We also seek comment on nhether the p a w  of deployment among 
PSAPs in requesting E91 I Phase I and Phase II capability from \ \ i re less carriers v/ ' l i i ld have any effect on 
approaches we might take were we lo impose those requirements on telematics providers. Funher. we 
invite comment on how life cycle development factors for both behicks and the relematics systems to be 
installed may affect any implementation time frames to be considered. Cornmealters should address 
whether general t ime frames proposed above should apply or nht ther  we would need to modi fy them 
significantly to account for the lead-in times due to l i fe  cycle de\elopmenr.i8' 

in;  We seek comment on the impact that this transition might have on the implementation o f  any 

73. Final]). w e  seeh comment on \ \hat .  ifan!. emer;circy scrvicecati be requested from anon- 
seryice initialized telematics device. For v rh ic lc  or\ tiers \\ ho I i w c  let their teleniatics subscriptions lapse 
or who are driving vehicles wi th telematics t in ib that Ihaw not been activated b) the automobile dealer. 
w i l l  emergency assistance be available over a '-hot burton-. or throush the resold CMRS voice service? 

'" 47 C.F.R. 5 20. I X(k). 

'" For example. we seek comment on whethcr there should be labels io indicate thar dialing 91 I wil l  connect the 
caller to a PSAP or other local emergcnc! auiliorir! rather than ihr.  ~ & i i i a t r c s  provider's C a l i  cenrcr or advisor. 

See generuI/i,. Bjenniul R e ~ c u  Repori und Otdcr. 31 pdras. 18-20 (discussin: the elimin ition oi lhe  anal02 
cellular compatibility standard in regard ro Islematics providers and concluding thai a f ive )'ear transition period of 
[lie requirement i s  sufficient for trlematics providers to be able 10 deploy their service offeriigr on carriers' digital 
nrrmorks)~ 
in>  For example. the development l i f e  cyc le  for automobiles may be 5-1 years. but for telrmatics systems that are 
integrated, [ l ie life cycle planning involved may be 2 !ears before the model i s  launched. Such systems may also he 
affecred by consideralions of porenual rechnolosical obsolescence. .Cc. e x .  S .  Bhagavatula. "The Bigger Picture - 
Hon lmponanr Is Telemalics for Moving ihe Auto Indusir? as a \Vhole." Telematics Systems 2002. Cothrnburg 
Sheden. TelemaricsUpdate Magazine. u !\u Icl~nioticsupdari.cc,ln ul.><,. BIc,I,11o/ Re!,ie)t, Repvrr u,i'l ()&I.. ai 
paras. 18-20 (addressing significant impacls. L' g . development cycles ofvehicles. hardware and iechnology 
programs. mhich would be mitigated by reasonable iransiiion period ot five years for elimination o f  Commission 
requirement for analog compatibility standard). 

, x i  
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74. Au/ornalic Crash Noorrjirotiori (.4C.i?. ACN functionalit! allows for the transmission o f  crash 
information ( ; . e .  whether the vehicle rolled o\er. the measured deceleration o f  the vehicle at the time o f  
the crash. the principal direction offorce) to the telematics provider. and possibly to emersency 
responders. We seek comment on what, i f  an!,. role the Commission should play regarding deliver?. of  
ACN data from telematics providers. We note that requiring delivery o f  ACN to PSAPs may pose 
s iy i f i can t  problems o f  technical feasibility and implementation not only with regard to the current state 
of ACN. but also with regard to the current capabilib o f  many PSAPs that are nor yet e \en  read! to 
handle and process Phase I and Phase II data. h e  seeh coniiiieiit on these technical difficulties. 

75. In addition. with the latest ACN technolopies yet to occur. we realize thpt direct d e l i ~ c p  o f  
emergency location and other information may be achie\'ed on11 afrer affected parties a y e r  i r  is 
rechnically and operationally feasible. The prospect of Advanced Automatic Crrsh Notil ication ( A A C N )  
in the near term also may pose additional issues that \ \e  need to consider.I8' We x e h  comment oil a l l  
aspccts o f  potentially extendinp our E91 I rules to include required d e l i \ e y  o f  A C N  data b) telriiintics 
probiders to PSAPs 

76. L e g d  , l ir/horr~~~, We ask commeiirers to address the I e ~ a l  authorit! o t  the Commission to 
place basic and enhanced 91 I requirerients. or simil3r requirements. on telematics service providers. both 
for telematics-based emergency communication sewices and resold mobile voice senice. W e  also inbite 
comment on the Commission's authority to impose requirements needed to de:i\er enhanced 9 I I service 
on equipment manufacturers. 

77. We seek comment on the particular application of the statutory authority on teleniatics 
providers.I8' Specifically. the authority the Commission has pursuant to section 101(b) o f the  
Communications Act o f  1934. as amended (the Act)."' extends to commercial niobile services by 
operation of section 332 o f t h e  Act. 
(as defined in section (3) that i s  provided for profit and makes interconnected service available ( A )  to the 
public or (B) to such class of eligible users as to be effectively available to a ciib;tantial ponion sf the 

Therefore, at least, insofar as telematics service providers offer a mouile service to the public 
for profit or offer a functionally equivalent service to the public. i t  appears that rliev are to be treated as a 
commercial mobile service provider.'"" Currentl!. the Commission's rules requiru /rct,n\ues to comply 
\\it11 i t s  E91 I requirements.l'" We ask coinnit'iiters to address nhcther n e  should ekteiid these 
requirements to telematics sewices providers and \\hat criteria \ re  should adopt to appl! rhem. 

188 _ *  Commercial mobile sewice" i s  defined P S  "any mobile service 

78. We next seek comment on whether [ l ie  9 / /  .4c/ caii  be read to include teleiiiatics service 

"' In rhe Maner of Year 2000 Biennial Regulaior~ Rev ieu  - Arnendnienr of P a n  12 ofthr Commission's Rules lo 
Modify or Eliminare Ourdare Rules Affecting the Cellular Radiorelepllone Service and orher Cornniercial Mobile 
Radio Services, WT Docket No. 01-108, E.r Pitrrr, Letter io hl. Donch. Secretary. F e f c a l  Communications 
Commission from J.  Cooney er 01.. General Moiors 5;liet) Communicarions (Aup I. 2 W 2 )  (conceminp rhe planned 
deployment of AACN, based on AMPS, in selccied OnStar equipped 2004 model vehicles). 

Scc m/ru Resold Cellular and PCS Service. 111 B.4 (para 96) 186 

IR '17 u.S.C 9 ZOl(b) (providing that the Commission "may prescribe such rules and re:ulations as I f  deems 
necessary in carrying out the provisions of [!he Telecommunicarions) Act."). 

purposesofseciion 201) 

4 7  U.S.C. k ;::(d)( I). 

I88  4 7  U.S.C 8 332 (slatin: rhar providers ofcomrnercial mobile services 3re IO be ireabed a5 common carriers foi 

1 8 C  

Set. in/ra Resold Cellular and PCS Service. 111 B 4 (para 96). 

47  C.F.R. j\$ 20.18 (b)-(i) 

I.,,, 

,111 

'9 
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providers."' In  the 9 / /  Act, Congress stated [hat i t s  purpose in adopting the Act was to encourage and 
facilitate the prompt deployment o f  a seamless. ubiquitous. and reliable end-to-end infrastructure for 
communications to meet the Nation's public safe? and other communications needs."' Congress found 
that emerging rechnologies could be a critical component o f  such an end-to-end infrasrrucrure.lP1 h e  
seek comment on whether the 911 Acr provides ajurisdictional basis for requiring compliance with our 
E91 1 rules or other similar requirements b) telematics service providers. 

79. Conccrning equipment manufacturers. \\e note that t l ie Commission nas previoudy irscd the 
autliorip granred b j  Sections 15 I aiid 154 of' Act to regulate telecommunications equipinti it 
nianufacturrrs."' Tu the extent rhai either embedded or aftermarket [elelnatics equipment are "custo~iier 
premises equipmen[." the Conimissior has jur isdict~on to regulate such "instrumen[alitics-' based on 
sections I 5  I and 154.1y6 We seek comment on our jurisdictional basis for requiring manufacturers o f  
such equipment to comply with our E9 I I rules. b> reqiiiring them. for example, to enstire that their 
eqiiipnient i s  c i pb l c .  o f  delivering c3II-bacL and locatio~i information tu the appropriate PSAP."" 

SO. 111 adtliiion. $\e scel. ~o i i i i r i r i l t  UII \\113t l i m i t a t i o ~ i ~  niiglit elis[ oii [he C o t n i i i i ~ s i o ~ ~ ~ ~  autlrorit!, 
io  impose requirements ( I )  on telematici scrvice providers tor [lie purpose ot' e l lwr ing I l la t  their 
subscribers can have either 9 I I-diale*l calls or [eleinatics-based emergency communications delivered to 
the appropriate local emergency authority. and ( 2 )  for ensurins compliance \r i th the requirements o f  the 
Commission's €91 I Phase I and Phase I I  Rules. 

3. Mu l t i - L ine  Telephone Systems 

8 I .  Summary Below, we seek comment on whether we should require multi-l i i le systems. 
including wireline. wireless and Internet Protocol-based systems, to deliver call-back and location 
information. In this regard, we seek comment on the appropriate role for tlie Commissioii 111 th i s  matter. 
We then seek comment on various proposals that have been brought to our anemioi~ by interested parties. 

82. Backqround. A key feature of multi-line systems i s  that they allo\+ multi-l ine businesses and 
multi-tenant building managsrs to align their external telecommunications traffic needs with demand from 
their internal users. uhich eliminates the need for an external line for each telephone n i th i i i  their 
operatroii. As such. while each telephone \\ ithin the organization has a unique telephone iruinber that the 
multi-l ine systems recognizes for directing intcriial traffic and inbound external calk. outbound external 
calls ma) not have a unique teleplloiie number si l ice the! would be carried over lilies capnhlc or being 
used by an? telephone set within the multi-line s>stems. Over time these systems ha\e developed to 
include wireless systems and IP-based private nenrorks. 

I'll 

83. The Commission initially sought cotniiieiit on whether to require mril'i-line s)stenis to 

"" v i /  A'I.  pub^ L. No 106-81, I 13  Srat. 1286. 

''? 47 u.s .C 4 6 I j note (emphasis added). 

"" .See id 

I Y 1  4 7 U S C  I j l (a ) .47U.S.C.  154(i) S c e e g . 1 7 C F R  Pan68 

. T w  i f p u  .Multi-Linc Tclcphone Systems. 1 1 1  B.; (para 91 1. 

U e  also noie lhar Section 3 5  requires that customer pr<iiiises equipment be accessible i n d  u ~ h l e  by individuals 

Calls made from outslde the multl-line systems 1 0  personi in ihe miilri-line systems arc made to the uniquc 

I , %  

I ' J i  

with disabilities. i f r e d l ~  achievable See 47 U.S C 4 25.5(b) 
In8 

number assiened to fh31 person in rhr rnulri-line s?sterns and are directed accordingly. 
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comply with our Part 68 rules in 1994.'"' 111 the 19Y4 .Voricc. the Commission siwel i t  comtneiit on a 
range o f  issues. including: 

the multi-line systems technical standards needed to ensure compatibility with the 
E91 I network; 
the extent to which each telephone statioti should be capable o f  being identified: 
whether attendant notification capabilib should be required o f  each multi-l ine 
system: 
whether verification procedures are needed to ensure the proper functioning o f  a 
multi-l ine slstems 0nner.s E91 I capability: 
whether current database nianageinrnt arrangements concerniiig the accuracy and 
timely transmission o f  A L I  are adequate: 
\+herher standards are needed lor information transmitted IO be displayed on a 
PSAP attend2nt.s screen. 
\\hether standards are 11cedr.d r ryrd in;  dircct iniiilti-line .+>tc ins :tcccss to the ALI 
database. 
w l i a t  serviccs should iiicumbcnt LEC, pro\ ide to ensure i i i u l t i - l i ne  s?stems 
connection ;cith the E91 I t ir tnorh: 
Drivacy and l iabi l in issues: and 

( I O )  issues regarding access for people with disabilities 

84. As the Commission discussed in the / 9 9 4  jVNicr. some state and local _povernments have 
passed regulations and ordinances that require multi-line sbstems equipment tL' be compatible with the 
9 I 1 systems deployed in the given state or localiy.'OO Based on an informal staff survey o f  state 
regulations. i t  appears that seven states or  similar jurisdictions have regulations requiring the delivery o f  
call back and location information by multi-line systems.'" Eleven states have passed legislatioll that 
provides municipalities with authority to adopt specific E9 I I req~irements.?~' We note. however. that a 
large number o f  states apparently have yet to adopt E91 I regulations for multi-l ine systems. 

85. Organizations such as National Emergency Number Association (.VENA) have provided 
critical suppon to assist manufacturers. states. m d  telecommi~t~icat ioi~s prcviders develop "best practices" 
and technical standards to assist in developing E9 I I -capable multi-line system." ' Furihermorc, 
manufacturers such as Proctor. Teltronics. and Truecomm have developed equipment that i s  capable of 
providing some form of call-back or location information throush either iiew PBXs or add-ons to retrofit 
existing PBXs.'"' These private associations and entities ha\e  fostered the development o f  a market for 
multi- l ine systems that provide critical E91 I callback and location in format iu l  in thc absence of a federal 

Revision ofthe Commissi0n.s Rules io Ensure Cornpatibiliry with Enhanced 91 I Emergency Calling Sysrems. 
!\'orice o/Propu.crdKirlemokm~, 9 FCC Rcd 6170 (1994) (IYW ,Vorirr). More specifically, in thai ,Vor iw  !he 
Commission only considered PBX systrms. Wc seek conimrnt on the broader calezory c!f niulri-line sysrems in this 
proceeding io address these similarly-situated services. 

I Y Y  

2w I994 Noiice. 9 FCC Rcd. at 6 I77 para I I 

1" I The  follofiing stares have adopted legislatioii thai requires some form ofcallback m d  Incation information 
requirements for multi-line telephone sysiems: Colorado. Illinois. Kentucky. Mississippi, Texas, Vermont. and 
Washington. Our count ofthe number o f  states with rrylatlons includes the Disrrtct 'JfCnlurnbla and Pueno R~co. 

These states are: Alabama. Alaska. Idaho. Kansas. Mame. Mlsslsslppi. Missouri, Yrvada. New Hampshire. New 
Jersey. and Washinzton. 

See <hnp:iiw~vw.nena.org' (visited Oct. 2. 2002) 

See ~:hnp:.'.'www.pracrronic.com> (vlsited Ocr 2 .  2007): <htrp:. ' c w n  ieltronic.Conl' (visited Oct. 1. 2002); 

?"? 

20;  

!11J 

~hnp:h'wwcc.truecorn.com> (risired Ocr. 2. LOO?). 
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directive 

86. Discussion. We reiterate here our previous conclusioin that the delivery of accurate location 
information and callback numbers is vital for a local emergeiic? response service to be effective and is  
clearly in the public interest. We are aware that public safety representatives have concerns that callback 
and individual station location information is not automatically a\ailable loday when 91 I cal ls  are made 
froin behind multi-l ine systems and from individual stations i n  IP-based private ie tworh.  In the absence 
o f  requirements from either federal. state. or local go\ernnients. however. some entities ma l  opt inot to 
dtplo? the updates to their mulii- l ine sbsteinis necessay 10 pro\ id? !he prompt c'etiverq o f  accurate 
callbach and location information. There also may \bell be technical issues involved iil providinp such 
information trom IP-based private netborks. We are seehing cotniiieiit both specificall) and :enerally on 
u hether the Commission should he taking action on these issues. 

87. We first seek comniciit 311 \\hetlicr actions b! state a i d  local p c r n m e n t s .  associatioiis. aiid 

II'coiilnientcrs '>elic\e tinat state 3nd 
private e i i t i t i es  lha\'e adequalel! deieloped rcgitlaticuns. bcst practtccr. JIILI device5 that  arc capable o t  
providing cal lbach and !ncation inforinari i~i i  for tnulti-littc s ! \ t e m  
local governments and the private sector actions are not suflicieilt. n e  ash that they propose actions that 
this Commission could take to faciliti-;s the deployment o f  multi-line systems that are capable o f  
delibering call-hack and location information to PSAPs. I f  cmniiienters contend that a lack o f  uniformity 
111 state regulations presents a problem that must be solied b> o\erln!ing a federal standard. w e  seek 
specific comment on how best to clarify such a federal standard."' As the Commission has noted in other 
proceedings, because o f  the local nature o f  a majority of emergency calls, states and localities have an 
important role to play in developing policies Concerning 91 I 
communities may be better able to determine their E9 I I needs and tailor their laws IO better reflect the 
needs of  the particular communities that they affect." ' We also seek comment on whe!her rhere are any 
workplace safety regulations or regulations o f  other agencies, state or federal. thst should affect our 
consideration of access to emergency services from multi-l ine systems. Commenters can also address the 
"\.lode1 Legislation proposed by NENA;  as wel l  as a consensus proposal put forward by the "E91 I 
Consensus Group.'''08 

Individual state and local 

88. ,N€,VX Model Le~ida/ ioi i :  N E N A  has proposed model legislation that would allow states. 
through slate legislation. to adopt many ofthe ltandards aiid protocol associated wi th delivering E9 I I 
services through multi-l ine systems.'"' Their proposal recognizes that states should establish their o\bn 
E91 I standards to accommodate the introduction o f  l ie \ \  leclinolofies."' NEI'IA's model legislation 
would have the Commission modify portions of i t s  Part 68 rules to codify certaiii changes and encourage 

'"'Sereg.GECommenrsat 13-14 

"" Policiex and Rule, Concerning Operaior S~n . rce  Pro,.idc,r.$. CC Docher No 90-3 13, Repon and Order, 6 FCC 
Rcd. 27.14 para. 69 (1991) (T0CSI . I )  

"'r W e  note that in ihe TOCSIA proceeding the Commission ulilmately adopted a minimum federal standard that i t  
llmited by explicitly stating ihat the standard \&'as not intended io prermpl any state reqiiirements. TOC'SI.4 . 6 FCC 
Kcd  ar  2741 para. 69. 
2 0 8  The E91 I Consensus Group consist of representatives from National Emergency Number Association (NENA), 
Association o f  Public-Safety Communications Officials ~ International. Inc. (APCO). National Association o f  Slate 
9-1-1 Administrators, Ad Hoc Telecommunications Users Committee. and MultiMedii 1 elecoinmunications 
:\>sociation. 
I,,Y SLY! , % E V A  Twhnical I i l furmaiioii L)oi wiicni on ,\/ode1 Le,ersluiion EnlioncL*d Y- I -  I :\l!ilr!-lini. Teli,pIlonc 
S . w m ~ .  available a1 , :hrrp:~;u,~\r.nena.org> (vtstied Oct. 1. 2002) (!VE>\.A .l!c,del E Y l l  Legi,lorio,l) 

' l" Sw id at 5 6 
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industry to develop _eenerall) applicable standards for states i n  adopt.!" We \\elconic coniment 011 h e  
specific aspects of'the M . L A  .Model L e ~ I d ~ t t i t ~ ~ i .  In considerins their proposal. %e encourage 
cnmmenters to discuss the technical and operational feasibility o f  multi-l ine systems beins able to cotnpl! 
n i t h  their proposal. We also encourage commenters to address tlie iniplemenration schedule as set out in 
the NENA Model Legislation 

89. E911 Consensus Grotto Propo,wl: In Apr i l  1997. the Commission sobght coniment nii a 
consensus proposal regardins multi-l ine s>ste i i i s  aiid del ivep o f  call-back and locatio,i int;)mintion to an  
appropriate PSAP."' Three commenters r rqw ided.  onl! oi ie  o f \ \ l i i ch  \ \ i t5  not pan oftl ie E91 I 
Consensus Group."l' While tlie commenters agreed that  the C-on\emtt.y Prupo,wil \ \a5  a reasonable 
approach. we seek to refresh the record o f  t ha t  proceeding and belo\\ outline thr contents oftliat 
proposal."' 

90. The E91 I Consensus G;oup put IbitIi n coinprcltt.itsi\c plan 11121 \ \u i i ld  rc'qtiire Inti lri-l ine 
q s i e m s  operamrs t i )  contpl) \\it11 ce i x i i i  rcqiiircniciit, f o l~  tlic dcI i \cr> ul'.-\kl m d  ,\Ll to i i n  appropriate, 
I 'SAP. The C i~if .c~' t i . \ i i s  .Proiw.\uI. i t  adopted. \ \ o d d  be itnpletncnted b! Ilie Coinitiisskiti and would 
preempt inconsistent state and local regulotioiii - 
line systems. such as business multi-l;,ie shstems. shared residential multi-l ine sgstems. and hotels and 
motels and proposes differing requirements for these s>stenis.'"' The proposal nlsa iddrcsses issues 
concerning compliance dates. technical capabilities. e\emptiolis. \\oivers. and dialin; pctteriis. We 
welcome coniment on the specific aspects of the Comui.\ti.$ fropt).w/. not necessar,Iy mentioned Ihere. 
e.g.. requirements for assigning a unique ANIIALI  for each 40.000 square feet in a building and 
implementation schedules."' 

Y .  The proposal recogtiires the j i t terel i t  t ises for mult i - 

91. Legal Aufhorir?;: We also seek comment. generail!. 011 the Commitsio;i's authoriry to require 
compliance with its E91 1 ru les  by manufacturers of multi-line systems. Section 151 o f  the Act grants the 
Commission broad authority to regulate the facilities used in conjunction with pl-?vidinp interstate 
communications and enumerates specifically that such authority extends to rep la t ion  of these facilities 
.'for the purpose o f  promoting safety of l i fe and propert! throupli the use o f  wire and radio 
communications Moreover, section 154 states that "the Commission ma) 7erform any and a l l  acts. 
make such rules and regulations. and issue such orders. not iiicoii)isteiit \rill1 t l l i s  Act. 3s may be 
nucessary in the execution of i t s  functions.""" Wc note that the Coniinission has previously used the 

" I  See id at 5 6 .  Illinois has adopred a sratute 11131 appears lo he tniodslcd on the NENA 7roposal. 50 1 1 1 .  Comp 
Stat. $ 750. 

&e Le i i e r f rm  James S. Blasrak. Counsel for the Ad Hoc Telecommunicalions Users Group. Io William F. 21: 

Caton. Acting Secretary. Federal Communicalions Commission (Apr. I ,  1997) (Consmi is  Pruposul). The 
Consensus Agreement is available on the Comnitssioti's nebsite at 
chnp:'#gullfoss2 fcc.gov/prod/ecfs/comsrch-v? cy'.- .%e ~r / . \o  .VE\'.4 Technii.a/ Iiqnriiiuimn Dociiiircnr OII ,&fade/ 
Lcgtjluiton. Enhanced 9- / - I  Muli id ine Tdepliom, S.sic,nt\ .  available at ,:hrrp:...\r\rw.nena.org> ( r i s i t ed  Oct. 2. 
2002) (!V€\'.4 ,Mode/ €91 / Legisluiion) 

'Ii Sce comments of Lucent Technolosies Inc 

S w  comments o f  Lucenl Technologies Inc.  at 2 

See Consensits Proposal at 2 .  5 

See ,qeneral/t' Consi.nsiis Proposal. For example. some business users have conveaed their mulri-line systems to 

? I 4  

?I>  

I l l  

IP relephonc-enabled systems. 

'I- .c~,c .siipru n z I 2 .  

" " 4 7  U.S.C. \c ISI(a) 

'Iu 47 ~ . s . c .  a I jj(i). 
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authorih granted by these sections to r e y l a t e  telecommunications equipment manufacturers.'"" 
Additionally. to the extent that multi- l ine systems are "custonier premises equipinent." the Commission 
has jurisdiction to regulate such "instrumentaliiiej" based on sections 1 5  I and 154.'" We seek comment 
on our jurisdictional basis for possibly requiring telecoiiimunications equipment manufacturers to comply 
s i th  our E91 1 rules ( e . g . ,  requiring manufacturers of multi-line systems to ensure .hat their equipment i s  
capable of  delivering call-back. and location information IO the appropriate PSAP). 

Resold Cel lu la r  and PCS Service 4. 

92. Summaw. We next sech coninieiit 011 an) issues [ha t  arise \\hen consumers buy service from 
can ie rs  arid other service probiders that r e d 1  niiflutes of use on taciliries-based wireless carriers- 
networks. In particular. we seek comment o n  uhrt l ier \\e should impose our 9 I I requirements or similar 
requirements. on resellers. We also seeh comiiiri it on =hether \\e should impose a more express 
obligation on either the reseller or rl;e uiiderlhin; liceiist'r t u  ~'iisiire compliance n i t h  our E91 I rules iii 
t l icse sit i imoiis. 

93. Backrround. Resellers offer \\ ireless boice service to coiisuiiicrs by purchasing a i r t i i i i e  at 
wholesale rates from facilities-based providers and reselling i t  a t  retail prices.'" ,lie Coinmission's E91 I 
rules do not apply directly to resellers. rather they only directly apply to licensees. Tlius. iii a resale 
situation. the underlying facilities-based licetisee i s  obligated to deploy E91 I capabilities in t h e  network 
used by the reseller. As of  200 I .  the resale sector accounted for approximately f i v e  percenr of al l  mobile 
telephone subscribers.'" 

94. Discussion. We seek comment on whether resellers meet the genera' criteria w e  set out 
above and therefore should be required to pro\ide access to E91 I .''4 We a h  scek comment on possible 
obstacles that resellers face in ensuring the delivery ofbasic and E9 I I services. 

95. We also seek comment on whether w e  should impose a more expt :ss obligation on either the 
reseller or the underlying licensee to ensure compliance wi th  our E91 I rules in tbm; situations. Currently 
our rules squarely place E91 I compliance on the /Icer7.\ee. When the Cominission had in  place rules 
governing resale of CMRS. i t  refrained from iiiiposing speci f ic  obligations conceri'iiig the agreements 

""See e , e ,  47 C ~ F  R pi 68 .See also Revision oirhr Coiniiiission's Rules to Ensure Compatibility With Enhanced 
91 I Emeryncy Calling Systems, CC Docker No. 94-102. RM 814;. . S d c m d  Rcpori and 9 r d e r .  I4 FCC Rcd. 10954 
(1999) (requirinp handset manufacturers to incorporate procedures inio the handset to rrrognire \\hen a 9- I - I call i s  
made and to override any programming in the niohile unit that ma) prevenr tha~ cal l  from k : n g  carried by another 
carrier) (codificdat 47 C.F.R. \$ 22.921). 

"' Section I 5  I stares that the Commission 18 to exerc i se  i t s  authority to promote "safety o f  life aiid propeny through 
the use of  wire and radio communications..' Sei. 4 7  U S C $ I 5  I. Section 153 (;3) defines "radio communication" 
as "transmission by radiu o f  writins, signs. signals. pictures and sounds ofa l l  kinds. including al l  instrumentalities, 
facilities, apparatus. and services . . .  incidental 10 s t i c l i  transmission. .SL,L. 17 U.S C. E ! j 3 ( < ; ) ~  Section 153 (52)  
defines "wire communication" as "transmts5ion or \\ri!in$. signs. sipnals. pictures and sound5 01 al l  kinds by aid or 
w,ire. cable. or other like connection between the points o f  oripin and reception of such transmission. including a l l  
insirurnenialiiies. facilities, apparatus. and servtces . . .  incidental to such transmission. See 47 U.S.C. 5 I j j (52) .  
See uiso. Conipirrer and Coriimimicarrons /r id is in  .4swt'iufion 1' FCC. 69; F.?d 198. 2 I; (D C. Cir 1982), cert. 
denied Loriisianu Public Service Comniis.\ioii \ F(:C. 46 I IJ S.  9 j8 (198;) (holding that the C J ~ ~ ; ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  had 
ancillary jurisdiction over customer premises equipinenl hdsed on I S  I and the definition of  wire and radio 
corninunicd! ion) 
1.1 ... 

S d e  Sewnrh Rrpuri on II',rcli..s.\ C.~ompciiiio,i a1 40 
hi 

- - ~  .Fc id. 

~- see rupru para I; 
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between resellers and facilities-based CMRS pro\ iders. Rather. the Commission on11 required that 
similarly situated customers receive similar pricing. terms. and conditions. and that the facilities-based 
CMRS provider not directly or indirectlh restrict resale.'25 We seek comment on w'hether w e  should 
require the reseller of cellular and PCS senice to ensure compliance with our basic and enhanced 91 I 
rules should we decide to extend our rules to these providers. Alternatively. we could require the 
underlying facilities-based licensee to ensure that its resellers offer basic and E91 I senice compatible 
with i t s  method o f  providing these scrvices. In discussing upon \\horn the obligation should be placed. 
commenters are encouraeed to discuss operational issues that may arise. For example. i i t h e  obligation i s  
placed on the underlying facilities-based licensee. and that licensee has chosen to nieeL i t>  obl igat ioi~ 
throush deploying a handset-based solution. should die reseller's handsets be counted tonards the 
licensee's compliance obligations as derailed in our rule>?'" hloreover. cominenters sliould discuss how 
these issues are currently resolved between the parties. For example. does the u n d e r l ~  in: licensee require 
[lie reseller to inlorm i ts  customers that it .  the reseller. i s  \ \hol ly responsible for providinz E91 I service? 

96. L y u l  ,.lii/liurt!,t m i l  Iiiii,lc,iiteiii~i!ir,,, I J . \ I IC~~ .  \\'c nc\t reeh coni inei i~ 011 mir ~ ~ i t l ~ o r i t !  tu 
rqu i r t .  compliance irit l i :lie F,91 I rules h! n i r c l c ,~  rcscllers. The Commission ha', jurt idict ion over 
interstate trlecominunications and the Drortderi of such serrices:. 
that the Commission "may prescribe u c h  rules and refillations as i t  deems necessarq in carrying out the 
provisions o f  [the Communications] Act.""' Such authority extends to commercial mobile services by 
operation o f  section 332 o f  the Act:- That section states that providers o f  coinmercial mobile services 
are to be treated as common can-iers for purposes of section 20 I .  and section 332 prohibits the 
Commission from specibing any provision o f  section 20 I as inapplicable."0 Further. as the definition o f  
"private mobile uireless" indicates. even private mobile service providers are to he treated as commercial 
mobile service providers to the extent that the services they offer fit within the definition o f  commercial 
mobile service."' "Commercial mobile service" i s  defined as "any mobile service (as defined in section 
3 )  that i s  provided for profit and makes interconnected service available (A)  to the public or (B) to such 
class of eligible users as  to be effectively available to a substantial portion o f  the public."';' Therefore. to 
the eytent that wireless resellers offer their mobile service to the public for profit or offer a functionally 
equivalent service to the public. they are to he treated. as section 332(c)( I )  requires. as a common carrier. 
As siich. the Commission has jurisdiction to require compliance \bith our E91 I rule:. We seek comment 
on this analysis o f  our jurisdictional basis for possibly requirine wireless resellers ol-CMRS to comply 
icirh our E91 I rules, We also note that currently our rtiles clearl? state that / i c u w w  are required to 
comply with our E91 I requirements."' Should the Coinni~ssion estend these requiriments to resellers as 
\bel l '?  

91. 

Specificall>. :ection 2Ol(b) provides 

.-9 

97. Lastly, we seeh comment on developin: appropriate time frames for compliance should we 

"'See lnierconnection and Resale Ohl ip ions Penainin: l o  Commercial Mobile Radlo Services. Flr~i  Repurr und 
Order. CC Docket No 94-54, I I FCC Rcd 18455. 58-59 pxas. 12-14. 

"" 17  C.F.R g 20. I8(g). 
1.7 - -  47 u S.C. 6 201. 

':947 u s.c 5 ;;2. 

"'J7 U.S.C 20I(b) .  

47  u s c 5 :;7(c)( I ) .  
! ;,t 

':I 47 U.S C 3 ;;?(dI(;) "Private mobile serv icc"  i s  defined as ..an> service that I S  not a c~mi i~erc ia l  mobile 
si'rvict. or ics/unci~omr/ eq~t~w/eni  .' 

- - 17 Cl.S.C. $ ;22(d)( I ) .  

'.'' 47 C.F  R~ $ S  20.18 (b)-(i) 

, -, . 

3 5  
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decide to include resellers in our E91 I rules. Given tlie fact that man!'. i f n o t  a l l  resellers currentlh offer 
some level o f  91 I service to their customers. and that their service offerings to the public rely on the 
network o f  licensees that are required to comply n i t h  our E91 I rules. we believe that should we decide to 
impose requirements on resellers to comply -11th our rules. only a short transition appears necessary. We 
also recognize, however, that a resel ler 's abil ity to comply with our rules is directly related to the 
underlying licensee's compliance. We therefore seek comment on whether it would be more appropriate 
for the Commission to c h i &  that while resellers are obligated to provide E91 I service to their customers. 
th ty  are o n l y  oblipated to the extent that the underlkin; licensee has met i ts oblifntion. 

- 
5. Pre-paid Cal l ing 

98. Summary. I n  this section. we seek comment on \\hether there i s  any need to impose any ne\\ 
requirements to access to emergent) services b) consutiirrs o f  pre-paid offerinpi. As \\ i t l i  rcsold service. 
the underlying licensee is  subject to wir basic and enhanced 91 I riiles."' We seek coinmelit oil whether 
\\c sliuuld iiiipose E91 I rcqiiireiiieiits d i i ~ c t l ?  on prepdid c~i l l i i i ;  PIC>\ idcrs that 71-e 1101 :IIX> I I c c i i s c b .  
3itd whether tlie uiiderl:inp liccnsrr should he required 10 riisure coinpliaiice n i t 11  our E91 I rules b) the 
prc-paid call ing provider. 

99. Backeround. Pre-paid service. in contrast to post-paid service. requires customers to pay for 
a fixed amount o f  wireless service minutes prior to making calls." ' There are two sets o f  providers in this 
arrangement. CMRS providers primarily offering post-paid call ing p h i s :  and independent third parties. 
For example, Verizon Wireless offers both a post-paid option and a pre-paid o@ioii.'3D Additionally. 
independent third parties offer customers pre-paid calling cards for use on the ~NireIess networks o f  Sprint 
PCS: AT&T, and Verizon, for example, through retai l  locations such as 7-1 I .  Analysts estimate that 
approximately K to I O  percent o f  wireless phone users in the U.S. subscribed to pre-paid plans in 2001 . ' j l  

100. Discussion. The same issues that arise in the context o f  resol i  cellular and PCS service 
also relate to pre-paid calling, and we encourage cominenters to address those issues. For example, as 
with resellers, independent pre-paid calling providers offer service over an unoerlving licensee's network. 
We first ask commenters to inform our understanding o f  ho\c the provision o f  I C C ~ S S  to  91 I sewice i s  
currently resolved between the parties. Therefore. the question also arises in this context as to how best to 
strucmrc the obligation to ensure compliance \ \ i l l1  our rules: do \\e oblizate the provider o f  tlie pre-paid 
call ing plan or the underlying licensee. We also ash coinmenters penerally about how best to st ru~t i i re 
E91 I obligations in this context. In addition. n e  seek cotniiiriit on \r.liether we reed to address these 
issues any differently when tne pre-paid call ins provider is the underl! ing IicencIee or  affiliate. as opposed 
to an independent entity. 

I O 1  . Lego/Au/horin; and / 1 ~ 7 ~ / e 1 ~ 7 ~ ~ 7 / a f I ~ ~ f 1  /szies. A s  with resellers. many iiidependent pre- 
paid calling service providers offer some level o f  91 I s t n i c e  to their custom,ers. and their service 
offerings rely on the nehvork of camiers that are required to comply with our E91 I rules. Moreover. the 
a b i l i 5  o f  a pre-paid calling service provider to comply \ \ i th our rules is  direztly related to the underlying 
facilities-based licensee's compliance. We therefore seeh cominent oil whether i i would be more 
appropriate for the Commission to clarify that while indrpendcnt pre-paid c?i l ing service providers are 
obligated to provide E91 1 service to rheir customers. the) arc only obligated lo the ewa i t  that the 
underlkiny licensee has met i t s  obligation 

' ."swJ~ C.F.R. $20 .18(a ) .  
1:< 

, S L , I . ~ I ~ I / ~  Ri,por/ 017 I t ' i r d e s  Conrperirirr~~ a i  50 In addition therr is t>pically o need to c brain a liandset that is  
compatible with a particular pre-paid cdling providcr's serv ic t  

-'"SL,c Chrrp 'iuwv.freeup.com'> (visitcd N o v .  I ? .  2002) 
1~ 

1 

Id 

36 
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I O ? .  Finally. h e  seeh comment on de\eloping appropriate time frames for compliance should 
we decide to include pre-paid callin: senice providers in our E91 I rules. As u i t h  resellers. \re believe 
that should we decide lo require pre-paid callinp service pro\'iders to comply with our rules. only a short 
transition appears necessary 

6. Disposable Phones 

Summaw. We ne\[ seeh coniinrnt on tlic pro\ision ofaccess to einergenc) senices b), 
consumers who purchase disposable rnobilc I i a i i d s e h  .As  a lieu product offering. t l ie  Commission has 
litrlr information on ihese devices and be lon n e  encourage conimeiiters. amony other 1Iiin;s. to provide 
us information on these handsets and the senices they (1st. 

103. 

101. Backeround. Disposable mobile handsets are Ion cost and ether  rec!clable. 
rec1i;ir:eahle or disposable once the sliotted ainin ie ih used '" The lower cost and >iinplicity of m e  are 
ecliicved b! I imii ing the features a\a i labk on l l ie Iiniidscr. l iw  i i id; i t ice rlic Hop-Oii dispozahlc plioiie 
ol'fcrs voice recognition dialin: inslend of he!pad dialin;."" Some o(tliese phones ,\ill onl? ofter 
outbound calling. while others \vi11 311o\\ ctisroiiicrs to rrcei\e ca l ls  ns well."" The voice service on these 
phones. in  some instances. w'il l be resr,ld service.'" Esriniates are that companies w i l l  offer the handsets 
wlth approximately 60 minutes o f  ainime for appro\imately %;0.!" Some marketing material on Hop- 
On's websire indicates that they wi l l  distribute their phones through relait outlets. and wil l  offer volume 
discounts to encourage their use as gifts at. for example. trade shows and corporate functions.'" 
Apparently. however, such phones are not currently being offered on a widespiead basis."' 

105. Discussion. We begin by asking commenters to provide us with estimbtes on &hen these 
handsets may become available to consumers.'" We next ask Lrhether these phones, l ike resold offerings. 
are subscribed to a licensee's service. We also ask commenters to inform our tec'lnical understanding of 
this product. For example, we seek comment on whether tlie disposable mobile handsets that are coming 
to market w'i l l  he capable of providing callback information. Commenters sliould also address whether 
such handsets will be able to provide location information. I f  callback and location information are not 
currently part o f  the design o f  these handsets. \*e ask corniiienters to address the re:hnical and economic 
feasibility o f  requiring disposable mobile handsels IO comply \\ id1 these rules. In discussing the 
economics o f  compliance. \re also encourage coininenters to address whether Ihs public interest in having 
E91 I-capable handsets is  outweighed by the u t i l i e  o f  such devices. sliould i t  be economicall) infeasible 
for tliern to complq with our rules.2"' Additionall!. n r  enmurase commenters tu address wliether 
disposable phones should fall within the scope o f  our "all-calls" rule. which requires tlie forwarding o f  a l l  

See Jay Wrolsrad, Srurr-up Pitches Disposahle > h h i I c  Piionr.\. I I  1re1es.s ,LeIi,.cFilctor, l i X  

~hnp://wwu.wirelessnewsfactor com/perl/srory/l 181 .hrml> (visired J u l y  29. 2002). On July 2 5 .  2002. the 
Commission approved Hop-On's CDMA-compatible disposable phonc for use 

'jn See <hnp:.'/~rwrv.hoponwtreless.com/inde\.htmI'~ ( \k i ted No\. 19. 2002). 

""See id. (visired Nov. 19. 1007). 

I-1 I See s2,pru para. 93 See illso <hnp:/~wwu.hopon\rireless.com~indc\.hrml> (visited luov. 19. 2002). 

"I See Jay Wrolstad, Srorr-rip f i lches DisposuhIc' ~ I l i h i k  Phones. Il'rre/c~s ,S~i~'sFuclo.'. 
<hnp:/'www wirelessnewsfaclor.co~perl . , tor?~8l8 I .himi, (visited July 29. 2002). 

hnp.!~auw.hoponu'ireless comibusinessops.himl:, (vistird Nov. I?. 2002). 
? I ~ ,  See 

See Miclielle Singletar!. Vie Color i f A / o n c : ~  Wnshincron Post. Nov. 7.  2002. at E3 (indicaiin: that disposable 114  

phone offerings have been dela>ed due to iechnical changes and production problems). 
2 4 ;  Id 

2 J " S c ~  genrrui/r. 69; i Firu Ki,porr und Order. I I FCC Rcd a, [ 8676 
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91 I calls to a PSAP. regardless o f  \\herher t l ic  handsci 113s a subscription n i t h  a mobile \ \ i re le is  
carrier.'" 

106. Le& Aurhorilv mid / I I I ~ / ~ ~ ~ I ~ I I / ~ ~ I ~ I I I I  / . n i ~ . < .  \Le 31io ash commenters in  address the legal 
authorib o f  the Conimission to place basic and enhanced 91 I requireinents on  manufacturers of 
disposahlc mobile handsets. In particular, i ce  seek comment on uliether requirirrz niobile \\ ireless sen ice 
providers to ensure that the handsels used to access their net\vorks comply with our rules is  sut'ficient or 
whether w e  should place an a f f i rmar i~e  dut? oii t h e  iiiaiiutacturers o f  these 
determine [hat  the scrvice probider should he required to coiiipl! n i i h  our rulcs. \'.e seck coi i i inent  on 
rrherher. as \be discussed above, the reseller or the licensee. should he required to eiisiirr coiiipliaiice."" 
In addition. to die ehrent that these handsets are capable of deliveriiig callback r i id location intormatiuii. 
\ \e  seeh comment on how best to establish ti i i ie framcs for compliancc \\ill1 our E91 I rules. 

Should \\e 

7. 

Suminan:. We neir  scel, coi i i i i ic i i i  oii uheilier ?\"\IIS I~cei i~ccs.  should hc reqiiircd. lihc 
V H F  Puhlic Coast Carrier licensees. io coiiipl! \\ i l l i  our husic a i d  riiliaiiced Y I  I rules -70 Ilit' e\tent 11131 

they offer land-based real-time wc-\vay su  itched voice x-rvice l h a t  is interconnected to the  public 
SM itched 

Automated R1:iritimc Te1cciimmunic;itioiis S!stcms (.AblTS) 

107. 

108. Backrround. An A M T S  i s  a specialized s?stem olcoabt stations providi i ig inrefrated and 
interconnected marine voice and data comniunications. somc\\hut lihe a cellular phone system. (or rugs. 
barges, and other vessels on waterways.'" In 1997. the Cornmission adopted an Order that permitted 
V H F  Puhlic Coast licensees. including A M T S  licensees. 10 provide land-hased users wi th more services 
so that they would be better able to "compete apainst other C M R S  providers, such 7s cellular. PCS. and 

within the scope of our E91 I rules."' 
At that time. the Commission did not address \\herher these licensees Lhould be included SMR,"!I' 

109. Discussion. We first seek comment on  whether the customers o i  A M T S  carriers have an 
espectation of being able fo reach 91 I emergency sercice personnel. In this repard. we seek commeni on 
whether. as \re did in deciding that V H F  Public Coast Station licensees must cumply with our 91 I rules. 
we should limit such a requirement to the / i r i i d h r w /  ponion of Ab1TS providers' t u o - n a y  s i \  itched 
Loice service offerings. as there ma! be a clearer e\pecta[ioii \\it11 regards to Ian?-based ser\ices."' In 

"'See 47 C.F.R. 8 10 IX(b) 

Ser 5iipro para. 9 I 

Sc.i. .supra para 95. 

See lmplementarion of91 I Aci. The Use of" I I Codss and Oihrr Abbreviated Dialins Arrxgemenls. F i / f h  

? 18 

?'V 

1'" - 

Rcporr a,ld Order. CC Dochei No.  92- 105. Firsr RcZpori I i m I  O r [ h r .  WT Docket No. 00- I IO. ,\fi,iiioruiidiii!i Opinior? 
undOrder on Recuiaiderario,v. CC Docket No. 92-105. WT Dockei No 00-1 I O .  16 FCC Rcd. 77264 (2001). 

''I See Amendmeni o f  Pans 2 and 80 of the Comniission', Rules Applicable io Automated Maritime 
Telecommunications Syslems (AMTS). F m f  Rcporr uml Order. RM-5711. 6 FCC Rcd 437 para 5 ( 1991) 
.il 

- -See  Amendment ofthe Commission's Rules Concming M a r m e  Conimunications. Serotd Rrpori undordpr 
unilSeiond Fnriher N o / m  ofProposeil Riiii, Aluk,q. PR Dochri No. 91-257. 12 FCC Rcd 16949. 16964-65 paras. 
?.1-76( I997) :~eeu lso47 C.F.R. $ 80.12;. 

.%c u i w  Aniendmeni ofthe Commission's Kulcs C~oiiccrmng hlari t imr Communicali?ns. S L ~ ~ O I I ~  ~ ~ f ~ l l i l J ? u n ~ ~ i t ~ ~ l  
O p i n i o n i i t d O n i e r  umIFtfij7 RcpJrr  ~ d O r d ~ ~ r .  PR Dochci N o  92-257. 17 FCC Rcd 6685. 670; n 171 ( 2 0 p  
(sraring '.[njerrher rhe Fihh RKO nor the prescni irem addresses u hcrher our 91 I and enhanced 91 I ( E 9 1  I) 
rqu i rc rn rn is  ~ p p l ?  or should ~ p p l y  to A M T S  operations) 

151 

.i, 
I 'HFhlemurondiini Opinion. 16 FCC Rcd a i  27286 para. 5 V .  
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the I'HFMernorundum Opmiorz, the Commission relied on the fact that for maritime serv icrs .  both VPC 
and AMTS. there exists well-established emergency response systems that user o f  maritime services are 
familiar with and that comply with internationall!, mandated maritime communications safety 
standards.'" 

110. Lastly, assuming we decide to require compliance by AMTS carriers, we seek comment 
on the seneral time frames for deployment o f  E91 I capabilities. In  this regard, we ask commenters to  
address the technical and operational capabilities o f  these providers to deliver callback and location 
infonnat ion. 

8. Emerging Senices and Devices 

We seek comment geiierally 011 emergent! access issues nit11 respect io  an) other \oice I I 1 .  
s e n i c e s  and devices that are not me,it:onrd abcne. 

I 12. We are currently a\ rare that tamers ha\,e begun iiiarheiinz Personal Dlta Asilstants 
(PD,A) wi th  voice capabilities. To  the estent that these debice, tuiiction as CMKS carrier Ilalldseth. !\e 
see no rrason why such devices would not be required to coinpl? ni t11 the Comn1i;bion's 91 I and E91 I 
rules. Nor  do we see any reason why purchasers o f  these devices would not elpect to habe access to 91 I 
and E91 I senJices. We seek comment on any obstacles CMRS pro\ iders Inlay confront wi th assuring 
these devices provide access to 91 I service. 

1 13. We also seek comment on other new technological platforms. For example. services 
such as IP Telephony are not widely deployed. but may ultimately be relevant to 3ur E91 I policies. The 
Commission recently received an independent report prepared by Dale Hatfield 3n various technical 
issues related to the deployment o f  E91 I ."' As pan o f  that repon. Dr. Hatfield identifies potential 
technical issues that may arise with voice delivered using the Internet Protocol (VolP) communicating the 
necessary call-back and location information to PSAPs. We seek comment on the extent to which 
significant issues exist with regard to the access to 91 I and E91 I capabilities by miisumers using newly 
developing communications platforms such as IP Telephony. and what. i f  any, role the Commission 
should take regarding any such issues."' In  this re@. n e  appreciate the many benefits that new 
technologies bring to the public in terms o f  increased access and opponunitier for a11 Americans. Our 
regulatory policies are designed to continur to encourage the de\clopiiient of these capabilities. while also 
enhancing public safety. 

114. We also ask commenters to discuss tlie potential for these and other devices to act as a 
means o f  providing access to emergency services for individuals \kith speech 3rd  hearing disabilities. 

115. Finally, we seek comment on uliether and lhow the Commission could structure i t s  E91 I 
rules or similar requirements to encourage e n t y  for these and other new devices, while taking into 
account the important public safety concerns relevant to our E91 I policies. Wr .:ncourage commenters to 
consider whether a rapidly evolving telecomnltl l l icatioll~ market i s  best sewed by 2eriodic rulemakings 
focused on a service-by-service analysis such as t l ie one detailed above. or whether sJch markets could 
benefit from rules o f  more general applicabilirh \\ i t h  parties seehing relief tlirough other Commission 

" 'See  Comments o f N E N A .  APCO, and N A S N A  on Hatfield Repon at 6 
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procedures such as \rai\,ers or petitions for claritication 

IV. PROCEDURAL INFORhlATlON 

A. Initial Regulatory Flexibilib Analysis 

116. As required by the Regulatop Flexibil ity Act. see 5 U.S.C. 603. the Commission has 
prepared a n  In i t ia l  Resulatorq Fle\ihil it& Analhsis  ("IKFA.') of the possible sigi:ificant rcoiioniic inipact 
on small el l t i t ies o f  the proposals sugsesred in  this Fiirthcr .+orice The IRFA i s  set forth in .Appendi\ B 
U'ritten public comincnts are requested on the IRFA. These coininent5 inust be filed in accordance n i t l i  

rhc same liling deadlines as comments filed in this Furriicr I\'WICC. and iilust : iaw a separate aiid distinct 
lieadin: designating them as responses to [ l ie IKFA. 

B. Paperwork Reduction .Analysis 

I 17. 'TIii> f w i h e r  3oiic.r c o i i t i ? i i i ~  pateiiti;il i i w  or revised i n i o r m a ~ ~ o n  C~IICCIIOII~ ,A> part d 
the  Coniiiiission-5 co i i~ i i i ~ i j ng  ef lbn to reduce pnpcr\\orl, burdens. \\e \\ill cs iah l i s l i .  t l iroufli Tcr/o. t i /  
Regisicr publicatioii. a period for pi;blic coniment on i l iese burdrns. as required by tlir Paper\\ork 
Reduction Act o f  1995"' when the filial rules are adopted and more specific data i s  available as to which 
services \\ill be affected by what regulations. The Comniission will consider these comments before the 
final rules become effect iw and before the Commission seehs OMB approval lo r  ihese burdens. 

C. Ex Parte Presentations 

I 1  8. This is a permit-but-disclose notice and comment rule making proceeding. Members of 
the public are advised that ex pane presentations are permitted, elcept during the Sunshine Agenda 
period. provided they are disclosed under the Commission's Rules.'" 

D. Comment Dates 

119. PursuanttoSections 1.415and 1.419oft l ieCommission'sRules.47C.F.R. $ 5  1.415 and 
1.419. interested parties may t i l e  comments oii or before Fcbruaq 3, 2003 and repl? cc~mments on or 
before February 28, 2003. Comments ma! he filed using the Commission's Electronic Comment Filing 
System (ECFS) or hy f i l ing paper copies. 

120. Comments fi led through i l ie  ECFS can be sent as an electrunic file \ i n  the Internel to 
hnp://\~\~u.fcc.pov/e-file/ecfs.html. Generally. only one copy o f  an electronic suhinissioii must be filed. 
I f  multiple docket or  rulemaking numbers appear i n  the caption of this proceedin:. however. commenters 
must transmit one electronic copy of the comments to each dochet or rule mahirig number referenced in 
the caption. In completing the transminal screen. coniiiienters should include their full  name. U.S. Postal 
Service inail ing address, and the applicable docket or rulemaking number. Panies ma> also submit an 
electroiiic comment by Internet e-mail. To get filing instructions for e-maii conimeiits. cominentrrs 
should send an E-mail to ecfs@icc.gob. and should includine the following words in the body of the 
messape. "set form <your e-mail address>." ,A sample form and directions uill be sent in reply. 

121. Parties w h o  choose to tile h> paper must lile an original and four copirs of each fi l ing. If 
more t l ian one docket or rule makin2 number appear in t h e  caption of this proceeding, comlilrnters must 
submit two additional copies for each additional docket or rule making numher. Fil incs can be sent by 
hand or messenger delivery. by commercial obernighr courier. or by first-clasb or overnifht U.S. Postal 

- 
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Service mail  (although we continue to experience dela>s in recei\'ing U.S. Postal Senice mai l ) .  The 
Commission's contractor. Vistronix. Inc.. %ill receibe hand-delivered or messenger-delivered paper 
fi l ings for the Commission's Secreta? at 236 Massachusetts Avenue. N.E.. Suite I I O .  Washington, D C  
20002. The f i l ing hours at this location are 8.00 a.m. to 7 : O O  p.m. A l l  hand deliveries must be held 
together with tubber bands or lasteners. Any envelopes must be disposed o f  before entering the building. 
Commercial overnight mail (other than U.S. Postal Service Express M a i l  and Priority Mai l )  must be sent 
IO 9300 East Hampton Drive. Capitol Heights. MD 207-13. U.S. Postal Service first-class mail. Express 
Mail, and Priorit4 Ma i l  should be addressed to 4-13 12''' Street. SW. Washingon, DC 2 O j j J .  Al l  f i l ings 
must be addressed 10 the Commission's Secreinr:. Office of h e  Secretary. Federal Coiiimunicatioiis 
Commission. Comments and repl! coinments nil1 be available Cor public inspection durin; regular 
business hours in the FCC Reference Center o f  the Federal Comniunications Comniission. Room TW- 
A306. 445 12th Street. S.W.. Washington. D.C. 70554. 

122. Panics who choose !o tilr b j  paper slioiild 315o sirhtnit their c o i i i i n e ~ i t ~  011 disLme. Tlirse 
diAeue, diuuld be submitted to tlic C u t i i t i i i ~ s ~ o n ' ~  Srcrctar). hlarlciie H. Durtc.i Oflice 111 the Stcrelar). 
Federal Communications Commission. The Cnmii i i~sion's contractor. V i s t r~ i i i \ .  I n . .  n ill rccc i \ r  hand- 
delwered or messenger-delivered diskrttr  fi1iii:s for i l ie  Conimission's Secret?? 31 236 Massachiisetts 
Avenue. N.E.. Suite I I O ,  Washinsor .  DC 7000?. The f i l ing hours at this location are 8:OO a.m. to 7:OO 
p.m. A l l  hand deliveries must be held together with rubber bands or fasteners. Any envelopes must be 
disposed o f  before entering the building. Commercial overnifht mai l  (othei than U S .  Postal Service 
Express Mail and Priority Mai l )  must be sent to 9300 East Hanipton Drive, Capitol Heights. MD 20743. 
U.S. Postal Service first-class mail, Express Mail. and Priorir) M a i l  should be addressed lo: 445 12'" 
Street. SW. Wjashington, D C  20554. A l l  filings must be addressed to th: Commission's Secretary, 
Office of the Secretary, Federal Communications Commission. Such a submission should be on a 3.5- 
inch dishette formatted in an IBM compatible format using Word for Windows or compatible software. 
The diskefle should be accompanied by a cover letter and should be submitted in "read only" mode. The 
diskette should be clearly labeled with the commenter's name. the docket number n f th is  proceeding, type 
of pleading (comment or reply comment), date of submission, and the name of the electronic file on the 
diskefle. Each 
diskefle should contain only one party's pleading. prcferably in a single elcctronic f i l e .  In  addition. 
climmenters must send dishefle copies to the Conimission's cop! contractor. Qualex Internalional. Portals 
11, 445 12th Street, S.W.,  Room CY-B402. Washington. D.C. 20554. 

The label should also include the following phrase "Disk Copy - Not an Original." 

123. Accessible formals (coiiiputsr diskettes. large print. audio rclordi i ig and Braille) are 
available to persons with disabilities by contacling Brian Mi l l in ,  of the Ccnsumer gL Governmental 
Affairs Bureau. at (202)418-7426, TTY (202) 118-7365. or a t  b m i l l i i i , @ f c c ~ .  This Further Notice can 
be downloaded in ASCII Text format at: htra://\*\\\\.fcc.-ovi\\tb. 

E. Further Information 

12-1. For funher informarion concerning t h i s  F i i r h r  rVo/rcr o/P:opoierl Riileniriking. contact: 
Gregory W. Guice. Attorney Advisor. Policy Division. Wireless Telecommunications Bureau. at (202) 
-1 14-0095; David Siehl, Attorney Advisor. Policy Division. Wireless Telecurrimunicntions Bureau. at 
(202) 4 18-13 13: or Arthur Lechtman. Attcrney Ad\isor. Polic), Branch. Satel l i te Divisioil. International 
Bureau, at (202) 4 IS- 1465. 

V. ORDERING CLAUSES 

125. IT I S  ORDERED. tha t  pursuant to Sections I. 4(i). 7. IO.  201. 202. 208. 214. 
22?(d)(?)(.A)-(C). Z22(t), 2 2 2 ( g ) .  222(h)( I ) (A) .  ?X(h)(4)-(5).  25l(e)(3). 301. 3 G 3 .  308. 3OYh). and 310 
ofthe Communicalions Act o f  1934. as amended. -17 U.S.C. $6 151. l54(i). 1 5 7 .  160. 201. 702. 208. 714. 
222(d)(J)(A)-(C), 222(f), 2?2(g). ??Z(h)(  I ) (Al .  ?-72(h)(J)-(jJ. -75 l(e)(3). 301. 303. 306. 309(j). 3 10. [ l l is 
Fiinher .Yorice o/Proposed Ruletimkriig i s  Ilereb! ADOPTED. 

I I  
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126. IT IS F U R T H E R  O R D E R E D  that the Commission’s Consumer and Go\ernmrntal 
Affairs Bureau. Reference Information Center, S H A L L  S E N D  a cops of this Fbrther Notice o f  Proposed 
Rulemaking. including the Initial Resulaior! F le\ ib i l ip  Analysis. to the Chief Counsel for Advocacb of 
the Small Business Administration. 

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COhl”V1ISSIOU 

J..1..-u7A 
Marlene H Dortcli 


